COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS

Since many comments were received from individuals and organizations, we attempted to
capture the essence of the substantive comments and provide a summary of similar comments
(shown in italics) to which we then provide a response. The guide to comment subjectsis
organized under the same major headings as the 1998 Draft Environmental | mpact Statement and
General Management Plan that wasreleased in September 1998. The subheadings and the items
listed under them are intended to provide a tool for finding the agency response to comments
received on that draft plan.
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NATURAL RESOURCES

Air Quality/Visibility

Conmment: Designation of Mojave asa class| area, along with the viewsheds and night sky
restrictions, will have a very significant and long-termadver se socioeconorric effect on the region.

Response The preserve has no authority to regulate activities outside of its boundaries. The preserve
would, however, be involved with activities outside of its boundaries, similar to any neighbor reacting
to an action or aproposed action being initiated by its neighbor. Concerns would be expressed under
dther Class | or |l designation about the potentid effects of any devdopment on park air qudity. The
Prevention of Sgnificant Deterioration program is an dement of the Clean Air Act that gpplies, in
various way's, to dl three classes. Néather the redesignation to Class I, nor the viewshed and night sky
policies, was projected in our socioeconomic study as having a significant socioeconomic effect on the
regon. However, aredesignation would hep ensurethat the air qudity of M ojave Nationa Preserve
was protected, especidly from arborne particulates and sulfur dioxide. Any proposed new sources of
pollution that could impact the ar qudity of the preserve would have to take mitigeting measures to
ensure no adverse effect.

Viewsheds/Visual Quality

Comment: The plan should specifically state that there would be no conmrunications towers on NPS
land.

Response The preserveis required to comply with federd laws and NPS management policies
regarding communication towers on public land inside the park. It is not possible for the NPSto
categoricdly prohibit new communication towers. Towers proposed to belocated on private land are
subject to County regulations, and the NPS must comment on these proposas through the County
process, like any citizen can.

Night Sky

Comment: How can the National Park Service inplement the night sky proposal?

Response There would be no anticipated problem with the preserve's gods of less light pollution and
economic development. Lighting for many existing businesses and individuas do not have shidds.
Light goes up to the atmosphere and diminishes the night sky. That light goinginto the atmosphere
does not do the business and individuds any good. If more light where directed towards the ground,
better lighting with less cost should result. Raising the avareness of developers and county planners
goproving such projects can dso hdp achieve this god.

Noise and Overflights

Comment: The National Park Service should work with the military to minimze noise inpacts on
designated wilderness areas to the maximumextent possible. Overflights should be kept to a minimum
and sonic boorrs should not be allowed at all. Low flying aircraft should be banned now.
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Response The preserveis amember of arecently established interagency overflight working group
with the military that will be working to address issues resulting from low-levd flights over NPS units
and BLM wilderness aress. Because overflights are legslatively authorized, some activity will
continue to occur, but mitigation of noise will be of primary concern.

See page 52 of 1998 dréft plan for an explanation of the preserve’ s management authority on military
overflights. Currently, military and commercia overflights are not amgjor issue for the Preserve. We
areworking actively through the desert-wide interagency overflight working group to identify issues
and resolve conflicts resulting from the authorized military use. We are dso workingto opposethe
devedlopment of amgor new regona cargo airport just north of Primm, Nevada Clark County is
seeking legslation in Congress (which was approved by the Housein M arch 2000) that would require
the Bureau of Land M anagement to sell them 6,000 acres for anew arport for jumbo jets. Traffic from
this new fadility would depart to the south the mgority of thetime, and many jets would fly low over
or near park and BLM wilderness aress. Findly, if M ojave became afocus of air tour operationsin the
future, ajoint FAA/NPSar tour management plan is now required. The Federd Aviaion Authority
controls dl arspacein the United Sates and any tour operator is required to comply with FAA
regulations. The purpose of the ar tour management plan would be to ensure protection of park
resources, including the natura quiet.

Water Resources

Springs/ Floodplain and Wetland Areas

Comment: Have a biological inventory of all spring and wetland areas, including identification of
threats, impacts, and protection and restoration measures, and conpliance with water rights
requirements.

Response We agree tha such an inventory is needed. We have added a statement in the proposed
action indicating the need for such an inventory.

Conmment: The extent of nodification of 200 springs and seeps should be summarized, and their plant
and animal resources should be identified.

Response We agree that this is ahigh priority need and we have identified it as such in our interna
resource budget priorities. However, this detaled information is not yet available, nor gppropriate for
this planning document.

Comment: The National Park Service should seek to protect, perpetuate, and restore, wherever
possible, surface water and groundwater as integral cormponents of park aquatic and terrestrial
ecosystens. Inventory all water sources and identify biological resources associated with water
SOurces.

Response The plan dearly states tha water and its protection is an important issue. The M ojave
Nationa Preservestaff will continueits ongoing work to inventory water features and associated
biotic resources and developing plans for their protection and restoration (if needed). The park has
recently gpproved the hiring of ahydrologst to oversee water resources programs. The 1998 draft plan
states on page 62 that inventory and monitoring of the preserve's naturd resources is important and a
comprehensive strategy would be developed through the preserve s resource management plan.
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We fed the extensive water rights discussion provides a strong resource preservation strategy. The
suggestion to work with holders of water rights to restore modified water sources to naturd conditions,
while still dlowingfor vaid existing uses, is a good suggestion as has been included in this document.

Water Developments

Conmment: The long-termintent to restore natural watersis acceptable, but public agencies, ranchers,
and citizens have no small investment in much of the water development and facilitiesin the preserve.
The National Park Service should make a commitment that the existing facilities will be maintained,
and enhanced when necessary, so asto maintain a thriving wildlife population. Maintenance should
allow access into wilderness

Response The current section on water developments in the proposed action deerly provides for
retention and maintenance of developments where necessary to replace naturd waters lost dueto
human activities. M otorized access to sites in wilderness would be considered extraordinary and
would not be routindy dlowed unless unusud circumstances warranted it. These instances would be
considered on a case-by-case basis consistent with the Wilderness Act, and nothingin the Cdifornia
Desart Protection Act provides any additiond authority. In fact, each water development in wilderness
would have to be examined in light of the restrictions in the Wilderness Act on structures and
instalations.

Water Rights

Conment: Acquire water rights when feasible. Acquisition of water rights frommining companies and
grazing allotmentsshould be pursued.

Response Thelast statement on page 61 of the 1998 draft plan provides for the purchase of water
rights. In addition, the discussion on page 84 indicates that the NPSwould seek fundingto acquirethe
magority of private lands and interests based on priorities in the* Land Protection Plan” (gppendix B in
volume 1).

Comment: Water rights held by the permittee, developed by permittee or prior permittee, both private
land and preserve land, should remain in the name of permittee.

Response: Changes to the legd standing of private water rights are not being proposed. If and when
the federd government purchases private water rights, the rights would then be recorded in the name
of the U.S Government.

Comment: Prevent appropriation of unappropriated water in the park and assert the rights of the
National Park Service to those waters as reserved property of the United States.

Response The text has been modified to indicate that NPS M anagement Policies requirethat al rights
to the use of water diverted to or used on federd lands by permittees would be perfected in the name
of the United Sates.
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Sensitive Species

Desert Tortoise
Grazing | mpacts

Conment: Thereisawider range of available grazing alternatives, fromthe recommendation of the
desert tortoise recovery plan to eliminate grazing in tortoise critical habitat, to modificationsin
location, cattle nunmbers, and season.

Response Grazing is a privilege that Congress mandated would continue. We have presented
dternatives rangng from existing conditions, to managng grazing under NPS standards, while
seeking to acquire dlotments via conservation groups from willing seller ranchers. We have dso
modified our proposed action in the revised DEISto impose additiond restrictions on cattle grazing
when ephemerd forageis below certain levels where current research indicates competition between
catle and tortoise occurs. Elimination of cattle grazingis discussed under the section, Actions
Considered for Alternaives, but Rejected. Because our purpose in preparing this management plan is
to creste amanagement plan that is implementable without seeking legslation, the complete
categorica dimination of grazing is not addressed. However, in effect, our proposa accomplishes this
same god through astrategy of phased acquisition and interim management. Theimpact andysis then
compares retention of grazing (existing management aternative) with no grazing (proposed action),
accomplished via acquisition through third party buyers.

Conmment: It has been scientifically proven that grazing is beneficial to the tortoise. Cattle graze old
vegetation so new growth is available to the tortoise. In dry years, moisture fromcattle droppingsis
available to the tortoise.

Response We are aware of areport that describes desert tortoise egting cattle dung This report was
the observations and views of asinge individud. Although interesting informetion, wefed it is
incorrect to conclude tha these observations are scientificdly proven. Also, cattle do not dways gaze
the old growth. During the spring annua growth, cattle eat fresh annua green forage.

Conment: Instead of moving grazing activities off of areas designated astortoise critical habitat, as
stated on page 180 of the draft plan, livestock should be conmpletely eliminated fromall of the
preserve.

Response Congress debated the grazing issue extensively prior to passage of the Cdifornia Desert
Protection Act. They decided in the end to mandate that grazing “ shal continue,” and that is the lav
the President signed. It would not be implementable or consistent with our stated purpose and need for
amanagement plan to proposed an action that runs counter to congressiond legslation. The Nationd
Park Service believes that the proposed action is the most expeditious way of removing grazing from
the preserve and one that would be supported by our congressiond delegetion. However, some
ranchers may not be willing sdllers. Therefore, the park must develop a grazing management plan that
addresses the protection of sensitive park resources for any grazing permits that remain after three
years.

Conment: Thereis credible published research by U.S. Fish and Widlife Service that denonstrates
that grazing is negatively inpacting the desert tortoise
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Response Papers cited in draft plan refer to environmenta changes (to plants and sail) from cettle
grazing. They do not conclude a negetive effect on desert tortoise. Sudies are being conducted that are
designed to determine if the observed changes are deeterious, benign, or beneficid to the desert
tortoise. One recent study by Dr. Hal Avery does conclude feeding behavior changes do occur &
certain leves of ephemerd forage. Our proposd has been modified to address cattle grazing in critica
habitat whenever ephemerd forage fdls below these leves. The preserve dso sets acquisition of
permits as the management god and proposes to work with willing sdlers and conservation groups
that wish to retire gazing permits. The Preserveis slated to receive an increase in fundingin FYO1 to
initiate desert tortoise monitoring and recovery actions.

Conment: The statement that the National Park Service may take unspecified “ appropriate mitigation
measures where credible, published research studies indicate that grazing negatively inpacts
tortoise” isunacceptable.

Response The preserveis trying to baance the grazing mandat e with resource protection. The desert
tortoise is subjected to a multitude of possible and actud impacts. Reducing or diminating these
impactsis the presarve s god. M any intuitively think cattle negetively impact thetortoise Thereis
evidence of catle simpact on the environment and one documented case of tortoise mortdity from
cattle trampling But are these impacts affectingthe overdl hedth of the tortoise population? Cars and
hikers dso impact tortoise. It is just as premature for the preserve to ban catle gazingas it isto ban
vehicles or hikers. The preserveis pledged to examine dl possible impacts and, when found, iminate
them if possible. We bdievethat the preserve s proposed course of action is afair and reasonable
goproach of action supported by solid evidence.

H abitat

Conmment: The National Park Service should try to designate nore of the preserve as critical habitat.
Lanfair Valley should be included in this designation.

Response The creation of criticd habitat was accomplished by the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
using the best available data on desert tortoise habitat. The Nationa Park Service has no additiona
datato suggest tha this area should be designated as criticd habitat a this time. However, the NPS
will manage the entire park for protection of the desert tortoise.

Comment: The plan does not include specific measures to maintain tortoise populations or habitat.

Response The General Management Plan proposes to implement every specific action recommended
by the recovery plan, to some extent. Snce the recovery plan does not dway's specify exact measures
to take, the agency must interpret the recommendations and apply them as gppropriateto the lands
being managed. M any of the actions proposed required no further planning. In fact, many (over haf)
of the recovery plan recommendations have dready been implemented. Others would be implemented
through other planning efforts (e.g. fire management, restoration, interpretive planning, etc.) which
will have additiona public involvement. Some are policy statements guarding against future
disturbancein tortoise habitat. The possible fencing of some roads requires gathering some additiona
data on concentration areas dong roads and entering into partnerships with CALTRANS and the
County to fund and implement.

Conmment: The plan fails to delineate desert wildlife management areas (DWMAs) and fails to
implement several significant recommendations on pp. 55-61 and F14 of the recovery plan. The
staterrent that the National Park Service* would not propose that any particular part of the preserve
be set aside under any special category for tortoise” isillegal under the Endangered Species Act.
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Thereferenceto specid categories in the draft plan is regarding the designation of desert wildlife
management areas (DWM As). The recovery plan recommends management agencies creete DWM As
where the recovery actions would be undertaken. Cregtion of DWM As adds nothing to the desert
tortoise protection strategy . Actions proposed by the NPSin the draft plan would implement recovery
actions throughout the preserve, not just in critica habitat or DWM As. If we followed the recovery
plan recommendations regarding DWM As, we would implement desert tortoise recovery in less than
haf the area currently proposed. Implementing them throughout the entire Preserveis certainly not
illegd under the Endangered Soecies Act. We simply fed that designating DWM As creates another
caegory of land use zoning and is unnecessary .

Conment: The staterment on page 58 that a development project would be required to purchase
equivalent habitat for desert tortoise is unacceptable. No private developrment of any kind should be
allowed within preserve boundaries especially in tortoise habitat.

Response Development may occur on federd lands in the preserve under certain limited
circumstances, including possibly mining activity, right-of-way activities, or replacement or moving of
range improvements. If this disturbance involves critica desert tortoise habitat, compensation lands
would berequired. For instance, the recent remova of the AT&T cable through the Preserve resulted
in the requirement to purchase and donate 210 acres of prime desert tortoise habitat, as well as
restoration of the disturbed cable route.

Conmment: Grazing must be discontinued because it is likely to adversely modify tortoise habitat and
thus jeopardize continued existence of tortoise. The plan provides no proactive measures to nitigate
effects of grazing on tortoise habitat.

Response Despite continued cattle grazing for over 130 years, and military maneuvers of Generd
Paton’ stroopsin theareg Dr. Kristin Berry still refers to the Goff” s population of tortoise as the

“ gold standard” for the M ojave Desert. It is considered one of the hedthiest in its range. The lvanpah
Vdley tortoise population has aso been subjected to continued grazing for over ahundred years,
mostly & much higher levels than currently. M onitoring of that population indicates it is stable. Thisis
not to say we are not concerned about grazing impacts on the tortoise, and the desert habitat in generd.
We are very concerned about potentid effects and believe that the situation warrants close monitoring
and additiond research. However, the Bureau of Land M anagement’ s range studies, and our own
recent investigations of seem to indicate the plant communities are in good condition. We are faced
with balancing a grazing mandate from Congress, with arecommendation from the recovery plan. We
are proposing many activities (many have dready been implemented) to reduce or diminate impacts
on the desert tortoise. The preserve will work aggressivey to diminate impacts on the desert tortoise,
as we have dready demonstrated by takingimmediate action to remove over 2,200 unmanaged ferd
burros. We took this action without specific, dedicated funding or externa support from friends
goups, for thefirst two years because of our belief that these animas were the grestest existing threst
to the desert ecosystem. The Nationd Park Serviceis dso working diligently to pursue buyers for the
gazing permits in the park, and have dready secured the Granite M ountains and Crescent Pesk
permits (totaing over 5,000 AUM Sor 15% of thetotd) and have permanently retired them. We do
not believethat current research shows that continuing managed grazing a no more than the current
levels would jeopardize the tortoise, if management actions reflect current research results. We believe
it does take scientific study to determineif the demonstrated competition for ephemerd forageis
harmful to the tortoise. We have included in our revised proposd, actions that would restrict grazingin
desert tortoise habitat whenever ephemerd forage is below the amount shown by research when
competition occurs.
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Comment: The National Park Service “ possibly” violates the Endangered Species Act section 1532
(5)(a) and (c) for not formally designating critical habitat, but treating the entire preserve as such.

Response Criticd habitat was designated over about 772,000 acres of the Preservein the 1994
Recovery Plan produced by the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service. Regardless of whether aportion of the
preserve has been designated as criticd habitat by the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, the Park Service
is obligated to protect the tortoise wherever it occurs. Protecting it throughout the park wherever it
occurs is clearly not aviolation of the Endangered Species Act. This gpproach is the same as a Joshua
Tree Nationd Park, where no critical habitat exists.

Listing Status

Conment: The tortoise should not be delisted once the Mojave population is recovered. Satus under
the Endangered Species Act depends on viability of the species acrossits range rather than in any
single population.

Response The Recovery Plan specificdly states that arecovery unit population that meetsthe
ddisting criteria, as stated within the recovery plan, could be considered for ddistingby USFWSas a
distinct population (see page 43 of recovery plan). The primary god of the recovery plan is to promote
recovery of the desert tortoise and to achieve ddisting. Each recovery unit is considered a sdf-
sustaining population.

Comment: The science used for the tortoise’ s threatened status is questionable and the National Park
Service should make use of this planning process to challenge the validity of listing of the tortoise as
threatened by the Fish and WiIdlife Service.

Response The park’ s Generd M anagement Plan is not an gppropriate forum for debating the vaidity
of thelisting of the desert tortoise. The desert tortoiseis legdly considered threstened. The Park
Serviceis required by law to comply with the Endangered Soecies Act. We will striveto protect this
unigue and interesting desert reptile against harm, regardless of its legd status. It is aspecies native to
the preserve, and one we are mandated to protect. We will aso seek independent scientific expertisein
helping the park interpret research results, devise inventory and monitoring processes and identify
future research needs.

Fencing
Comment: The 100 miles of proposed tortoise fencing at a cost of $2.6 million should not be built.

Response Desert tortoise barrier fencingis being used dong many desert roads. T he success and
problems with the fencing are also being evduated. The Nationa Park Serviceis not anxious to instal
tortoise fences dueto the cost and questions about other problems they cause. However, some road
stretches in the preserve where tortoise activity is high may require this drastic step. Other aress, such
as 1-15 and 1-40 dready have barbed wire fences where the shorter tortoise fence could beinstdled for
less money. We certainly hopeto spend far less than this estimate, if any fencingis instdled.

Conment: Establish areas protected for research. The plan is not responsive to research that already
exists (e.g. tortoise fences). The plan doesn't state what data will be used to propose delisting tortoise.

Response Dr. Boarman' s research showed that fences reduced tortoise mortdity from vehices. There
is dso speculation that overal mortdity may have remained the same or increased dueto the fences
contributing to isolating and concentrating tortoise and making them susceptible to poachers. Also of
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concern is the number of reptiles killed by beingtrapped within the fence mesh. The recovery plan is
specific as to the data needed to propose ddisting of thetortoise. The criteriafrom the Recovery Plan
areincluded in our proposd. Our resource management plan would identify specific activities to
monitor tortoise populations. The preserve hopes to have adose, collaborative rdationship with the
Granite M ountains Naturd Reserve, the Desert Sudies Center, and other research institutions.

Biological Opinion

Conmment: The plan failsto carry out expectations of U.S. Fish and Widlife Service's biological
opinion of March 25, 1997.

Response We bdieve continued effort and progress in developing management plans that address our
commitment to implement the recovery plan is sufficient progress to obtain an extension of the
biologica opinion. M any of the actions cdled for in the recovery plan are dready implemented or
substantia progress is being made. Some of the actions require some additiond data collection and
funding. For instance, fencing roads to prevent tortoise mortdity. We have gpproximady 100 miles of
paved roads, and hundreds of miles of dirt roads. It would cost over $2 million just to fence the paved
roads through critical habitat. We have dready prepared detailed budget documents to request funding
for desert tortoise programs in FY 2001 and that funding appears to be forthcoming Also, the park has
been actively working for over two years to facilitate the acquisition of the grazing permits in the
preserve viathird parties. An initia signed ded in 1998 fell through due to difficulties the Bureau of
Land M anagement encountered in retiring their remnant portions. However, we continue to work
agressively to find buyers for our willing sdler ranchers and have retired about 15% of the existing
AUM s since the Preserve was established. We are dso dready working on the data-gathering portion
of developing a specific grazing management plan. Saff has been hired and is currently gathering and
reviewing BLM records and dlotment plans for the dlotments. A contract was recently awarded for
range condition assessments.

Guzzers—Tortoise Proofing

Conmment: Follow FWSdirection to tortoise-proof all guzaersand install escape ranpsfor fiberglass
units. Quail guzzers abandoned years ago should be retrofitted or filled in to reduce tortoise
nortality.

Response All guzzlers will beinspected and, if necessary, modified to ensure tortoises can escgpe.
The proposed action outlines our plans these water devedlopments. The plan has been revised to
indicate that the inventory of water developments would include determining their hazard to desert
tortoise and other wildlife. If the devedlopment were retained, it would dso be modified to remove any
hazard to wildlife.

Native American Use / Military Maneuvers

Conmment: The plan does not include a discussion of Native Ammericans and their diet including
tortoise. The desert tortoise survived “ Desert Strike.”

Response We are avare that Native Americans utilized desert tortoise as food, dongwith many other
resources of the desert. We are dso aware of Generd Patton’ s maneuvers, and Desat Srikein 1964.
We understand that little or no scientific data exists on desert tortoise populations and the effects of
these activities on the tortoise. Apparently, only anecdotd information exists in the literature. We
don’ t know, for instance, if tortoise populaions dedined sharply ater Patton’ s use of the desert, and
then recovered for the next twenty years. We do know that regular population surveys a fixed
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locations initiated in the 1970s, and continuing today, reveded sharp population declines throughout
the range of thetortoise, resultingin its listing status as threstened. We do know that scientific
research has documented numerous activities that can cause negative impacts on desert tortoise. Not
al of these are necessarily an immediate problem in the Preserve, but it is mandated that we take steps
to ensure the recovery of thetortoise

Conment: The plan is anti-tortoise regarding the hunting proposal. Do not renove the open season on
coyotes and hunting nongarme species that may eat tortoise eggs and conmpete for food. Do not enforce
hunting restrictions on the season for the purpose of controlling illegal use of weapons and protecting

the tortoise.

Response The plan proposes to implement the measures recommended by the desert tortoise recovery
plan. These are the factors where human influences have resulted in detrimentd impacts on tortoise
populations. It is not theintention of the recovery plan, or the Nationd Park Sarvice, to completdy
diminae dl naturd predation on the desert tortoise. Tortoise populations have been living with
predators for thousands of years. However, when humean influences tip the scaes, the populations
become threatened. It is our god to reduce the human-caused population thregts. However, if predator
populaions escdate due to unnaturd events (e.g. raven populations are high due landfills and road
kills) then action could be initiated to remove the threet to tortoises.

Burro HMAs Overlapping with DWMAs

Conment: Even though herd management areas (HMAs) and desert wildlife management areas
(DWMAS) overlap, they must be managed to benefit both species.

Response The Wild Horse and Burro Act was very specific regarding lands to which it is gpplicable.
The act does not gpply to NPSadministered lands. The previous BLM herd management aress for the
burro no longer exist inside the Preserve. Congress, not the federd agency, decides the gppropriate
management of public lands and specifies which laws gpply. The proposed action to remove ferd
burros in M gjaveis not precedent setting. The Nationa Park Service has removed burros from severa
other NPS units, induding Deeth Valey Nationd M onument, Lake M ead, Grand Canyon and
Banddlier.

The Nationd Park Service has amandate to protect native species. The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
in ther recovery plan for the desert tortoise recommends that certain competing or threatening factors,
such as burros, off-road vehicle use, and hunting for aportion of the year, be diminated to enhance the
tortoise s protection and recovery. Burros are managed by the Bureau of Land M anagement to bein
baance with the ecosy stem. In some aress, BLM has established zero or very low population levels

for resource protection purposes.

Recovery Plan / Monitoring Plan

Conmment: The recovery plan for tortoise will have no public discussion. No baseline data is
presented. No idea is expressed. No nonitoring plan is proposed.

Response The General Management Plan is not atortoise recovery plan. TheGeneral Management
Planis thefirst tier planning document for a park and specific details of the multiple management
issues facing this unit are not possible to present in this plan. The GM P proposes to implement the
recommendations of the recovery plan. M any of the actions proposed required no further planning In
fact, many have dready been implemented. Others would be implemented through other planning
efforts (e.g fire management, restoration, interpretive planning, etc.) which will have additiona public
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involvement. Some are policy statements guarding against future disturbance in tortoise habitat. The
possible fencing of some roads requires gathering some additional data on concentration areas adong
roads and entering into partnerships with Cdtrans and the county to fund and implement. Criticd
habitat for the tortoiseis shown on figure 3 of the 1998 draft plan. The revised DEIS has been
modified to include available basdine data on tortoise populations. The standardized procedures for a
desert-wide monitoring program have y et not been fully findized. A monitoring protocol is available,
but is currently being reevduated by some desert tortoise scientists. Upon its findization, M ojave
Nationa Preserveanticipates using this monitoring procedure.

Speed Limit

Coment: Maxinumspeed limit should be 45 miles per hour, unless the National Park Service
designates a higher speed limit (signs show 55 nph).

Response The proposed action indicates that the use of seasona speed limits on certain routes would
be andyzed. We are dso interested in the effectiveness of additiond temporary barricade ty pe signing
with flashing lights and specid tortoise signs posted during periods of active tortoise use (spring
mornings and evenings, rainfdl, etc.). We are concerned about enforcement though, because just
posting lower speed limits does not slow down vehides.

Comment: Do paved roadshave higher tortoise nortality?

Response Desert tortoise mortdity by vehides has been observed in many parts of the desert on
paved and dirt roads. It seems reasonable to assume that the potentid for tortoises being hit on paved
roads may be higher dueto vehicle speed and the greeter number of vehicles. However, dust, road
width, vegetation closer to the road edge, and more rolling terrain may cause tortoises to be more
difficult to see, especidly for groups of severd vehicles traveling together.

Bighorn Sheep

Conmment: The bighorn sheep disaster was preventable.

Response Both the State of Cdiforniaand the Inspector Generd of the United Sates investigated the
bighorn die-off. Both determined that this regrettable incident had nothingto do with the access
restrictions in place due to wilderness. The shegp died as aresult of the deterioration of the fibergass
waer tanks over severd years in the desert sun. Some shegp managed to get on top of thetank and
caused it to collgpse, trappingthem in the water. Ther decay contaminated the water and caused
others to die from botulism.

Comment: The statement on page 183 of the draft about the bighorn sheep population in Kelso
Mountainsis false. The bighorn population at Kelso Peaksis sall, and the sheep cross back and
forth between there and Marl Mountains. The entire logic is flawed.

Response CDF&G daastate tha the Keso/Old Dad/M al M ountain metgpopulation is the largest in
the desert. Thelogc used in the 1998 draft plan is sound, however, the actud effects have not been
determined. Historicdly, were animas from this metapopulation frequent visitors to this arid range?
Thereis no data suggesting that bighorn sheep were or were not present in Kelso M ountains before the
introduction of water. Now, we can state with certainty that bighorn frequent the area. Our premiseis:
do areas developed without grazing pressure suffer when grazers are introduced? This is a sound
guestion that should be examined.
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Mohave Tui Chub

Comment: No schedule or plan isindicated for the Mohave tui chub or the bighorn sheep.

Response We are not certain that additiond plans are warranted for the M ohave tui chub or the
bighorn sheep a this time. We bdieve that cooperative agreements with Caifornia Department of Fish
and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Cdifornia Sate University consortium for the

M ohave tui chub, are perhgps the most gppropriate coordination and management tools.

Unique Plant Assemblages
Conment: Identify unique plant asserrblages and identify their locations on a vegetation map.

Response Page 55 of the 1998 draft plan addresses protection of sensitive species and habitats. Some
additiond information regarding sensitive habitats has aso been added to this revised DEIS.
Commitments are made to map the distribution of unique and sensitive plant and animas and to take
protective measures where necessary , including limiting public access. Specific measures would be
determined through the resource management plan or site-specific activity plan. The park asked tha
USGS map unique plant assemblages during the development of the M ojave Desert vegetation map
currently under preparation.

Comment: The management prescriptions for the rest of the sensitive species listed in appendix D of
the draft plan need to be included.

Response: Addressing the specific distribution and management prescriptions for dl the sensitive
species in the preserve is beyond the scope of a generd management plan. We would appreciae
working with the Cdifornia Native Plant Society to develop prescriptions for the preserve. We do
have the CdiforniaNaura Diversity Daabase and the Bureau of Land M anagement’ s Desert Plan
that were both used in developing information for the draft General Management Plan. This section
has been modified to darify the park’ s commitment to protection of al sensitive species.

Species List (Appendix D)

Comment: The specieslist in appendix D isinconplete. Many plant species listed are not found in
Mojave.

Response Thelist of sensitive species in gopendix D of the draft plan has been modified by the

ddetion of the BLM and Death Vdley species. Snce no specific comments were provided on how the
list is incomplete or inaccurate, we can only assumeit is complete.

Introduced Species

Burros
Adjacent BLM herd management areas (HMAS)

Conmment: The NPS* no burro” policy (on page 58 of the draft) will affect BLM management of herds
and habitats outside of the Mojave boundary. Impacts must be analyzed in this Environmental Impact
Satement. An alternative could be considered that includes BLM/NPS cooperative burro
management.
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Response As stated in text, the Clark M ountain herd is the only BLM herd management area (HM A)
adjacent to M ojave Nationa Preserve. Additiona discussion of the impacts of the Bureau of Land

M anagement retainingthe HM A adjacent to the preserve has been induded in the revised draft. See
dternative 2 for adiscussion regarding BLM /NPS cooperative burro management dternative.

Comment: Total burro eradication is doubtful because of trespass burrosfromBLM bordering herd
management areas.

Response The preserve’ s god is to achieve aburro population of zero animds. This has been the
same god used successfully in other NPS units such as Degth Vdley Nationd M onument, Grand
Canyon and Orgen Pipe. The park understands that management of these populaions is along-term
prospect, especidly with populations on neighboring lands. We will work closdy with the Bureau of
Land M anagement to ensure tha trespass is minimized and the preserve populaions are maintained a
near zero. The Bureau of Land M anagement’ s Clark M ountain herd management areais the only herd
management area adjacent to M ojave Nationd Preserve M antainingazero burro population would
be difficult in that area, which is separated from the mgority of the preserve by Interstaie 15. Once
burros are eradicated from the portion of M ojave Nationd Preserve south of 1-15, maintaininga zero
population would be possible. The Nationd Park Service would work with the Bureau of Land

M anagement to reduce the incidents of burro trespass within the Clark M ountain area. M ojave s
excessive burro population and existence of numerous corrds and developed water sources provides
opportunities for cgpture operations. However, the preserve is open to trying any method that would
successfully capture burros and reduce the cost of the program.

Burro Damage

Comment: Isthere research displaying a direct correlation between burros and resource damagein
Mojave? The Draft Environmental Inmpact Staterment’ s reference to research conducted in Death
Valley as evidence that habitat degradation is occurring in Mojave is objectionable. That research
was conducted in the 1980s and 1990s when the burro population in Death Valley was more than
6,000.

Response: Literature documenting burro damage within the M ojave Desert is cited in the draft plan.
Thefact that these studies may not have occurred directly in the preserveis of little rdlevance. The
research donein Degth Vdley was performed in the late 1970s and early 1980s when burro
populaions were between 2000—-3000 animds. At tha time Death Valey was only slightly larger than
the 1.6 million acre M ojave Nationa Preserve. The research study results quoted are from nearly
identicd vegetation ty pes and are scientificdly representative. Interpolating information on the
resource damage caused by burros within the southwestern landscepeis a useful tool. Having
documented cases of disturbance within the M ojave Desart (about 130 miles north of the preserve)
supports this interpolation. Observations by M ojave staff and scientists familiar with the Preserve dso
show burro damage in numerous aress with in the preserve, eg Granite M ountain, Ivanpah

M ountains, and Cinder Cones. Wdlows and tralls are extensive in some aress.

Comment: Provide information pertaining to damage of ecosystens caused by wild burrosin Mojave,
and distinguishable fromthat caused by cattle.

Response The evidence of burro damageis essily distinguished from that caused by cettle. The only
placethisis not trueis around livestock-watering operations. Otherwise, burro tracks and droppings in
and around wallows, trails, and damaged springs, and the absence of cattle signs are clear and
compelling evidence.
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Comment: Potential for burrosto damage research plots should not be a factor in consideration for
burro removal since the docurment even says that no darmage by burros has ever occurred to date.

Response The burro damage to vegetation that has been cited in the draft plan is the justification for
retaining the statement that burros have potentia to damage research plots.

Conmment: How can it be determined what species created the trails (staterment on page 180 of the
draft). Burros and cattle graze many of the sanme areas.

Response Burro tracks and droppings in and around wallows, trails, and damaged springs, and the
absence of cattle signs are clear and compélling evidence. In Degth Valey National M onument, burro
trallingwas very evident in many places. Trails from other species are very difficult to detect. Sgns of
burro traling have bardy diminished in thelast 15 years.

Burro Population

Commrent: Planned burro renovalsin Death Valley and Mojave would rermove 64% of BLM’ sherd
managenment areas that were identified by administration of the act of 1971, and would remove burros
fromone-third of their range.

Response The draft plan states that there would be a60% reduction in the BLM* s herd management
levels within the Cdiforniadesert. This changeis aresult of Congressiond action changing the
management of federd lands in the desert. HM As are not gpplicable on lands administered by the
NPS The history of burro management has not been too few burros within the Cdifornia desert. The
population of burros in the M ojave Nationd Preserve in 1996 exceeded 1,500 animdls, in an area
where 130 were authorized under BLM herd management levels. In Death Valey, China Lake and Ft.
[rwin in the mid-1980s, in excess of 18,000 burros and horses were removed. In BLM managed aress
outside of NPSunits, at least 1,500 burros livein the new, reduced BLM Herd M anagement Aress and
in aress outside of BLM’ s HM As. Thus, on theremaining BLM lands, there exists a population aout
175% of the size the Bureau of Land M anagement was prescribed to managed prior to the CDPA
passage. The cost to the public for burro and horse management has been millions.

Conment: The burro population of 130 appears unrealistically low. There is no explanation for how
the nurmber was arrived at or what territory it was intended to cover. If the BLM boundary is not
identical with the preserve, determine a new appropriate management level and reveal the data.

Response The BLM herd management areas are identified in their Desert Plan and the East M ojave
Scenic Area Plan. We are not sure how the Bureau of Land M anagement set the numbers, but that has
no bearing on this document. Thefact is, the Bureau of Land M anagement set levels for the scenic
area, and the NPS agreed to manage the preserve to those same levels until an NPS plan werein place.
That is adescription of the no-action dternaive. Snce 1997, the NPS has spent nearly $1 million
dollars removing 2,354 burros and has still not brought the population down to the BLM authorized
herd leve of 130 burros.

Comment: The plan failsto consider that alternative one is based on the unsupported premse that the
burro population will be reduced from 1,300 to 130 by live capture in the next 11 nonths.

Response The preserve has been actively (and very successfully) removing burros by live capture
since 1997 under an agreement with the Bureau of Land M anagement to maintan the populations a
the authorized herd management level of 130 burros that the BLM established. The Nationa Park
Service counted burros in October 1996 in the previous BLM herd management areas and discovered
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about 1,400 burros. The entire preserve was not counted. Considering uncounted areas and population
gowth of about 20 percent annudly, the red population probably exceeds 2,000 burros. As of June
2000, gpproximatdy 2,354 burros have been removed from the preserve by live water trgoping and
recent helicopter and wrander roundups. The park plans on conducting another census & the end of
FY 2001. If the proposed action dternative is adopted in the record of decision, the cgpture would
transition from the current program to full remova with no detectable change. If dternaive 2 were
sdlected, cgptures would be structured to achieve aleve of 130 burros.

Conmment: Rermoval strategies need to exceed the burro' s reproductive rate of 18% to 20% a year as
well asthe rate of immgration fromBLM lands.

Response The Park Serviceis aware of the burro’ s potentid for rgpid population growth (up to 20%
per year). Thedternative 1 section deding with burro management has been expanded in response to
this comment. We are not aware of any wild horses being present in the Preserve, however, the no-
burro strategy has been darified to include wild horses, if any are encountered. It now aso includes a
maximum three-y ear capture strategy for phase one and the option to have phases running
concurrently in different parts of the preserve. The park dso maintains the option of implementing
phase three sooner if live cgptures do not succeed in reducing populations. As cagptures proceed, a
paticular areaof the park, could be placed in phase two or three separate from therest of the park.
The remova phases have dso been modified to darify that phases one and two must result in adequate
removas each year to reduce the populations substantidly in the area being targeted. If phase one
proves unsuccessful in year one and only results in removing the population growth, the Park Service
would move to phases two and three as needed to achieve the desired results.

Conment: Renmove additional burros only every 2—4 years. Burro populations cannot increase
significantly in 1-2 years).

Response We disagree. The burro population reproduction rateis estimated to be between 15-20%. In
1998, we observed that nearly every jenny captured was pregnant, and they made up 40 percent of the
captures. Ddaying burro remova would result in asignificant increase in the burro population,
ultimatey costing the taxpay er more. The quicker the burros can be entirdly removed, the sooner the
natural resources can begn to recover.

Burro Removal Costs

Comment: In table 3, alternative 1, the cost estimate for burro removal isfor 1,800 burros. The plan
states that there are 1,300 present and not 1,800. The National Park Service mght not incur the $2
million expense if animal protection groups renove burros at their cost.

Response The burro population and removd cost estimates have been updated in the revised DEISto
reflect the ongoing successful cgpture and adoption of about 2,354 burros since 1997. T he remaining
population is estimated to be about 700 animas. Animd protection groups may be able to save some
portion of thetotd cost of burro removad, but estimates are not available due to the unknown nature of
ther commitment to participate.

Miscellaneous
Comment: Replacing burro grazing pressure with pronghorn antelope pressure could eventually bring

grazing pressure to the sane or greater levels astoday. There is no mention of pressure fromdeer or
of rermoval of other nonnative animals.
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Response The draft plan mentions the NPSpolicy of reintroduction of native species. If and when
proposds are developed to examine the feasibility of pronghorn antdope reintroduction, al impacts
from such activities would be andyzed. The draft plan dso mentions that deer and chukar are exotic
species. The deer population has remained smdl for the last sixty years, and impacts on the scae of
those inflicted on the environment by the burro, are not seen. Thereis no existing evidence that chukar
are adversdy impacting the environment. Deer and chukar populations are controlled eech year with
hunting

Conmrent: The burro can be seen as a natural, though nonnative resource of the park. The burro can
be viewed as a living historic object. Burros add to the scenic beauty of the area.

Response We understand that some people enjoy viewing burros. However, ther ingppropriateness in
apak ecosystemis the paosition of the proposed action. The impact discussion recognizes that some
visitors would perceive the remova of burros negatively . The burro as a component of mining history
would be addressed through interpretive materids. However, the burro as afree roaming component
of the naturd environment does not represent the historic use of the anima as abesst of burden.

Conmment: Restoring the preserve to its Pre-Colunbian state seers ludicrous. The area cannot be
conpletely restored with cattle grazing still occurring. The need for restoration of vegetation and
water isnot strongly presented in plan.

Response: The NPS management god is to reestablish conditions that dlow the ecosy stem to function
naturaly without interference from human activities, as much as possible. We are not choosing atime
period so much, as workingto prevent nonnative species from taking over and dtering the ecosy stem
and out-competing native species. Where native species have been extirpated due to human causes, we
will work to restore these populations. It is not our god to “ freez€’ the environment in its current stae,
but rather dlow it to function and evolve as a naturd, sdf-sustaining ecosy stem where naive species
thrive. This god includes the eventua phase-out of cettle grazing, viavoluntary sde of permits by
ranchers.

Conment: The plan failsto address resource conflicts between cattle and wildlife other than burros.
The plan failsto estimate the populations of such wildlife, fails to estimate the population of deer, and
does not disclose the nunmber of cattle allowed to be grazed.

Response The draft plan does address the number of cattle and number of burros present and the
impacts on vegetation, wildlife, soils, and water. It does not try to assign impact quantitatively to each
species goup. However, it does address the amount of forage required by burros in the impact section
of dternative two. While similar numbers were not provided for cattle, we do know that burro
digestive sy stems are not as efficient as the cow, and thus have to consume amuch larger volume of
food to extract the same amount of nutrition that acow would get from asmdler volume. Thetext dso
describes catle as having the potentid of being destructiveto the preserve s resources. However,
Congress mandates catle grazing in the preserve. The 1998 draft plan addressed in at least two places
(pages 84 and 166) tha there are over 30,000 animd unit months (AUM s) authorized for cattle
grazing within the preserve. An AUM s defined on page 166 of the draft plan as one cow and one caf
gazingfor one month. This is about 3,100 cows and caves. A grazing management plan would
address the management of cattle to minimize effects on park resources. Other than the desart tortoise,
thereis no documentation from the Bureau of Land M anagement or the Cdifornia Department of Fish
and Game of wildlife/cattle” conflicts.”
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There are no known deer population records for the preserve. However, based upon the few animas
killed each year (CDF& G hunting records) and staff observations over the last five years, this data
implies avery smdl population within the preserve.

Conmment: Include specific statistics from California Highway Patrol regarding burro-related auto
accidents.

Response Vehicles occasiondly strike burros in the Preserve. Removing burros would diminate these
accidents.

Comment: The Park Service issingling out burrosfor reduction although Mojaveisa preserve and
permits activities (cattle grazing, mning, hunting, ORV use) that have a detrimental impact on both
native ecosysterrs and wildlife species.

Response M ojaveis a unit of the Nationa Park System and is managed under the same body of laws
and regulations as every other unit. It was designated by Congress as a preserve, insteed of apark, for
only one reason — tha huntingis dlowed. Congress permits this activity by law. Legslation to create
M ojave was origndly for apark designation, until acompromise to dlow hunting was reached.
Congress adso provided for mining and grazing to continue under NPS regulation, but without hunting,
the areawould have been designated as anationd park. Grazing and mining occur in other nationa
paks, specificaly, Death Valey Nationa Park. Offroad vehide useis not dlowed anywherein the
Preserve.

Direct Reduction

Comment: Aslong asWild Burro Rescue and allied organizations are meking a credible, good-faith
effort to stabilize and reduce the burro population, it is not plausible that there is any necessity of
direct reduction to expedite the process. Do not use direct reduction, lethal removals of wild burros
including live capture of burros for the purpose of sale to daughter. Other comments suggested we
adopt the most efficient method to elimnate feral burros—direct reduction.

Response Alternative oneis the proposed action and this dternative does include the possibility of
killingafew burros. It is not a primary method of removd, but rather alast resort. It is dso onewe
hope to avoid through the efforts of animd protection groups. The proposed action incudes an option
for anima protection groups to remove the remaning burros a their expense after phase one has
removed the mgority of the animas by water trgoping or wranding. The option of retaining some
burros does not meet the god of zero burros. Killing feral burros is seen as avery last resort to reduce
the population to near zero. No burros captured in M ojave have been, or are proposed to be sold for
slaughter.

Fencing

Conmment: Fencing springsin Clark Mountainfor burro excluson is unacceptable because it would
also inpact other wildlife species. Fencing between NPS and BLM lands should not occur because it
would be a waste of money and would negatively inpact the scenery.

Response We generdly agree with your opinion on fencing. It is not somethingwe want to do
anywherein parks if it can be avoided. If fencingwere instaled, the Nationa Park Service would use
the Cdifornia Department of Fish and Game s design that excdudes burros and cattle from springs, but
dlows for wildlife use. If afence were instaled aong the boundary of the Preservein the Clark

M ountains, construction of pipe fencing for bighorn sheep crossingin critica migatory paths would
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need to beincluded. However, until the grazing permit in this areaiis extinguished, fencingis probably
not aviable option.

Comment: Ano burro policy is an appropriate administrative decision. Fences that may be
constructed on the boundary at Clark Mountain must be cormpatible with bighorn sheep movenents.

Response The Nationa Park Service would consult with Cdifornia Department of Fish and Game
before constructing any fences to prevent burro access.

Corralled Herd of Burros

Conmment: The National Park Service should designate an area where a small herd of burroswill be
legally permitted to live.

Response BLM and Forest Service lands have been designated by Congress as those areas where
burros may be dlowed. M aintaining a corraled herd of exotic animas in aNPS unit is contrary to
NPS management policies. This would only be appropriaeif they were used as stock animds. A
discussion regarding this suggested dternaiveis found on page 39 of the 1998 draft plan.

Desert Tortoise | mpacts

Comment: Thereis no conpelling evidence of burro impacts on desert tortoisein Mojave. The
National Park Service needs to document specific inmpacts of burros on desert tortoise populationsin
Mojave if the National Park Service isrelying on this argument to reduce and/or renmove burros from
Mojave.

Response Information provided in the “ Affected Environment” section gves compéling justification
for removd of this exotic species from the preserve. This exotic species competes for the same
resources as the native desert tortoise. The burro is known to disturb soil through compaction and by
ther wdlowing activities. The desert tortoise recovery plan cdls for remova of burros from critica
habitat. Nationd Park Service management policies direct park managers to remove exotic species.
These and other reasons stated within the above section are adequate reasons why burros should be
removed so that the native resources can be protected.

Conment: Reducing the burro population to 130 should help with impacts on food sources.

Response Reducing burros to 130 would reduce ther impact on the park’ s environment. Therefore,
diminaing burros would diminate their impacts on the park’ s environment.

Conment: Even though HMAs and DWMAS overlap, they must be managed to benefit both species.

Response We disagree. The Nationa Park Service has amandaeto protect native species. The U.S
Fish and Wildlife Service in ther recovery plan for the desert tortoise recommends that certain
competing or threstening factors, such as burros, offroad vehicle use, and hunting for aportion of the
year, be diminated to enhance the tortoise s protection and recovery. Burros are to be managed by the
Bureau of Land M anagement to be in balance with the ecosy stem. In some aress, they have
established zero or very low population levels for resource protection purposes.
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Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act of 1971

Conmment: The Draft Environmental Inpact Staterrent incorrectly identifies wild burrosasan
“introduced” or “ exotic” species. The plan failsto take into account the special status congress
conferred on wild burrosin the Wild and Free-Roaning Horses and Burros Act of 1971.

Response: We disagree with the statement that the draft plan incorrectly identifies burros as exotic or
introduced. We have no compélling evidence to suggest tha these animds are not the descendants of
burros rdleased by miners in the late 1800s. Céttle, on the other hand, are aso definitely exotic
species, but are mandated by Congress in the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act. The Wild Horse and
Burro Act isfor “ Public Lands.” That term is dearly defined as those lands administered by the
Bureau of Land M anagement and the U.S Forest Sarvice The act does not gpply to the NPS-managed
lands.

Tamarisk
Trees Along Union Pacific Railroad
Conment: Tamarisk along the railroad should also be renoved because of seed spreading.

Response The tamarisk planted dong the Union Pacific railroad are on ther right-of-way and are
needed for maintenance of the track through this sandy environment. We will explore other options
with them and are open to suggestions to present to them. The species planted (athe tamarisk) though
nonnative, is not theweedy onethat spreads voraciously. There has been no documentation or
observations of this species of tamarisk developing from seed dispersd in this area M ojaveis
fortunate in beingway ahead of the game in removd of the pernicious tamarisk.

Removal of Athel Trees at Kelso
Comment: Tamarisk should be eradicated. Athel should also be included in the eradication program

Response: NPS policy is to eradicate exotic species when control is prudent and feasible, and the
species ae not considered part of an historic landscape. The Athel tamarisk trees dong the Union
Pacific Railroad right-of-way are on private property. Trees a the Kelso Depot would be evduated in
the development of the historic landscaping plan for the area. They may beretained if necessary if
determined to be part of the historic landscaping, or replaced with other trees.

Use of Herbicides

Conment:  The plan should specifically state that there would be no poisons used in tamarisk removal
efforts.

Response Successful control of tamarisk has been demonstrated in numerous projects throughout the
southwest. Only authorized herbicides would be used in tamarisk control efforts. Such herbicides are
non-persistent, nontoxic to aguatic life and are used in accordance with accepted management
practices and proper dosages. Use of herbicides and pesticides is strictly controlled in NPS units.

Miscellaneous

Comment: Goat-head thornsare prevalent around cattle corrals. Are there any plans of controlling
this nonnative weed?
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Response We currently are unaware of any effective control methods in use for goat-head thorns, but
arevey interested in pursuing effective controls. A regon wide invasive plant control project may be
funded in the next couple of years. If fundingis received, dl noxious weeds would be inventoried,
plans for their dimination developed, and control or eradication efforts initiated.

Comment: Mountain lion population is high due to exotic deer. Address exotic mammals (deer and
nmountain lion) nmore in the plan. Discuss mountain lion effects on bighorn sheep population.

Response The effect of theintroduced deer population on the native mountain lion population, and
perhaps resulting effects on the native bighorn sheep, is an interesting question. The preserve would be
interested in future research to address this rdationship. Wha is the“ naturd” lion population level?
What affect do the over 3,000 cattle, 600 bighorn sheep and 2,000 burros that existed simultaneously
within the preserve contribute to the lion population increase?

Native Species Restoration

Conmment: Has any plant restoration/reclamation happened within the confines of the Preserve
historically (mining reclamation perhaps)?

Response A large-scae plant restoration project occurred north of the preserve dongthe Kern River
Pipdine (see H. Wilshire, in Proc. E. M ojave Desert Symp., 1992, U.C. Riverside). Restoration work
occurred a the Coliseum minein the early 1990s, including revegetation. Immediately outside the
preserve dongthe Nevada stateline, Viceroy Mineis conducting active native plant restoration on
mined aress. In thefdl of 1999, AT&T removed ther cable from the preserve, and plant restoration
work is planned dong this east-west route.

Fire Management

Conmrent: Identify fire-related research needs and initiated long-termstrategies. Fire management
discussion needs to mention its application to wilderness Fire management decisions must be
integrated into a management strategy that under stands that within wilderness, fire is an essential
cormponent.

Response Thetext has been revised to address fire management in wilderness. Before prescribed fires
are recommended, studies would be conducted that should help determine historic and pre-historic fire
frequency. A sepaae, detaled fire management plan is currently being prepared by the park to
provide specific guidance for this program.

Inventorying and Monitoring

Conment: The plan is deficient in conmritments to inventory and nonitor resources. If the resource
management plan and the inventorying and nonitoring plan have general guidelines that acconplish
the requirements of ecosystenthabitat inventorying and monitoring, then include themin this plan.

Response The Nationa Park Service recognizes, as stated on page 62 of the 1998 draft plan, the
importance of inventorying and monitoring park resources. T his discussion has been expanded in the
revised DEIS. Funding for anationd program is being sought in fisca year 2001 for dl NPS units.
Some funding was recently received for the desert parks in FY2000 and we are working jointly with
these other desert parks on this issue. We have dso hired awildlife biologst tha will take the lead on
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this project for M ojave. No inventory and monitoring strategy has yet been developed. Clearly some
resource issues have surfaced as highest priority, including desert tortoise populations and hedth
status, range conditions, and water resources. However, devedopment of a coordinated, comprehensive
inventory and monitoring program would take additiona research, meetings, and discussion with
experts and interested public in order to formulate alogcd and well thought out program. We are
fortunate to have other parks leading the way (such as Lake M ead and Organ Pipe) tha will provide
good examples and guidance.

The Resource M anagement Plan (RM P) was initidly drafted in 1998 and is currently undergoing
internd review. The RM P provides a summary of the known resource data, summearizes the resource
issues and ranks them as to funding priority. This list is updaed every year. Detaled project
statements are dso prepared for the highest priority projects. Snce this document is not a decision
making document it is usualy not accompanied by an impact andysis. It is apublic document though
and is available upon request.

Miscellaneous

Comment: Can we assurre that the National Park Service will not allow the Federal Animal Damage
Control Agency to poison or kill wildlife to protect livestock?

Response The Nationd Park Service may initiate wildlife control efforts to protect the hedth and
sdety of visitors, staff, or privae property. Controls may dso be used to protect threstened or
endangered species.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

L evel of Detall

Comment: The plan is not detailed and conyprehensive and barely addresses historical and cultural
sites, except Kelso Depot. What is the urgent need to restore Kelso Depot to the exclusion of other
cultural resources? What is the schedule of detailed plans to follow?

Response NPS generd management plans represent the first phase of tiered planning for parks and
provide the overadl management framework under which other more detaled plans are developed. The
NPS planning process involves severd levels of planning that become increasingy more detailed and
complementary by agreeing first on why the preserve was established and what resource conditions
and visitor experiences should exist there, and then by becoming increasingy focused on how those
conditions should be achieved. Decisions about site-specific actions are deferred to implementation
planning when more detailed site-specific andysis would be done. We bdieve tha the draft plan put
together with 31 public meetings, numerous meetings with the M ojave Advisory Commission, and
with revisions and adjustments made through the public review process, presents an adequate
framework for managing the preserve and guidance for preparing future activity leve plans. We
believe that the 63 pages of text in the 1998 draft plan devoted to describing the proposed action and
thetwo dternatives is of sufficient detail to accomplish the stated planning objectives and address the
range of issues for the management of the preserve for thefirst tier planning document. However, in
response to this concern, we have substantidly increased the description of the culturd resource
proposd and dternaives to provide additiond detall and clarity .
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The culturd resource section in the draft plan provides adetaled and comprehensive strategy for
inventorying, monitoring research, evauation and nomination of cultura properties sufficient for the
GM P framework. The details provided gppear to be more than sufficient to guide the future
management and development of the cultura resource component of the resource management plan.
Additiona detals have been added to the revised plan to address recent developments in our
management responsibilities regarding cultura resources and Native Americans. Regarding cultura
resources management activities, our resource staff has undertaken severd activities designed to
gether existing data, organize it into databases and GISlay ers, and document severd important
structures and sites for potentiad nomination to the Nationd Regster of Historic Places. These are
extremdy important steps that must be undertaken before any comprehensive and detaled
management program can be redlisticdly presented. The park staff has been actively managngthe
park under NPSregulations and policies while the GM P process has been underway . We are proud of
our accomplishments and the staff that we have been ableto attract.

The details provided on the Kelso Depot restoration/rehabilitation are unusua for a generd
management plan. However, because of the specific direction of the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act
to look a the depot for use as afacility for interpretive, educationa and scientific programs for
visitors, such detals were necessary. It is dso important for the park to have a centrd facility for
visitor contact as soon as possible.

Thelist of future planning needs in the draft plan has been updated to include priorities and some
additiond plans. NPS planning policy directs the park to prepare certain of these plans. Priorities are
often driven by the most compéling need and funding. Severd of theidentified plans have dready
been initiated, such as the resource management plan, fire management plan, wilderness management
plan and development concept plans for Hole-in-the-Wall and Soda Springs. M ost of these plans dso
involve preparation of an accompanying environmenta document tha will provide for public review
and input.

NATIVE AMERICAN INTERESTS

Conmment: Thefinal plan must include all details of the selection and mandates of the * review
committee” for Native American issues and a published schedule of their meetings.

Response This proposd has been deleted from the revised DEIS

Conmment: The draft plan and the “ Land Protection Plan” do not list tribal resources (lands, water
rights, or retained statutory hunting/fishing rights) within Mojave. Yet, the plan says that Indian trust
resources will be identified and subject to agreements.

Response The section on Nationd American interests has been updated to include a summary of our
responsibilities. Resources important to the tribes have not yet been adequately identified.
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VISITOR USE, SERVICES, AND FACILITIES

Visitor Information Centers

Conmment: Encourage further consideration of the Baker site and other entrance sites because of the
advantage of providing visitors with information at the beginning of their visit to the preserve.

Response The plan has been modified to reflect that Baker and other entrances are excellent locations
to provide visitor information as they enter the preserve. Consideration of alarge visitor center in
Baker in lieu of the depot if restoration money is unavailable has aso been added.

Conmment: The proposal to even review the siting of the Hole-in-the-Wall information center is
ludicrous. The cost is not reasonable at thistime. Its siting is appropriate relative to resources and the
carmpground.

Response Some have aso been criticd of the siting of the information center tralers a Hole-in-the-
Wl infront of abeautiful landscape. Current NPS management policy for facilities directs tha they
be secondary to the park resources and not distract or conflict with the visitors' experience of these
resources. Options adhering to NPS management policy and design philosophy are being considered in
aseparate site-specific planning effort. These options include 1) no action, 2) reducing the footprint of
the current structure in place and restoration much of the disturbed landscape, or 3) replacing the
current modular structures after their useful lifein anew location with astructure that fits with the
landscape. These options have been presented to the Advisory Commission, and will receive public
scrutiny in aseparate environmenta assessment.

Comment: The present Hole-in-the-Wall information center isin violation of building codes, and the
buildings are substandard. Consideration needs to be given to removing it fromthis site which iswas
arich grasdand.

Response Seeresponse above.

Comment: The National Park Service needsto closely consider the alternative of developing part of
Kelso Depot for interpretive purposes, but also investing more in the development of visitor contact
facilities at current sites.

Response Congress provided specific instructions to the Naiond Park Servicein the Cdifornia
Desat Protection Act to evduate the feasibility of usingthe depot to provide public accessto and a
facility for specid interpretive, educationd, and scientific programs within the preserve. The plan dso
addressed the use of Baker and other key gateway communities and the internet as potentid locations
and mediato provide visitor informetion before they enter the preserve.

Facilities

Comment: The mission of the National Park Service isto preserve and provide public access. Provide
public accessto all personsincluding people with disabilities.

Response The management objectives in the revised draft plan address finding creative way s of
incressing accessibility of NPS programs, facilities and experiences. The law adso requires dl public
facilities to be accessible. The Nationa Park Service is open to suggestions of way's that the
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experience of the park can be made available to dl persons. We will work with groups representing
Americans with disabilities to determine facilities and other methods that should be considered to
improve access. Our design process for rehabilitating the Kelso Depot for use as avisitor center fully
incorporates accessible use. We are dso exploring the potentia for accessible trails.

Comment: Consider the establishiment of a lodging concession inside the preserve so that people can
stay for several dayswithout wasting time driving in and out of the preserve each day especially for
senior visitors and those who prefer not to canp.

Response The vast mgority of public sentiment and the consensus of the M ojave Nationa Preserve
Advisory Commission was in favor of lookingto gateway communities to provide such commercid
lodgng and other visitor support services. The emphasis for the future of the preservewas to retain its
primitive, undeveloped character. At this point, lodgngis available in Baker, Nipton, Primm, Needles
and Barstow. Gas and food service is available a severa locations dongthe boundary of the preserve,
typicdly within an hour of any particular location inside the preserve.

K elso Depot

Conmment: Establishiment of the Beanery is not consistent with alternative 1's general tendency to limt
development to that which is necessary and appropriate and to place services and facilities outside the
park.

Response This proposd is consistent with the historic resource study, the mgority of the public and
the Advisory Commission opinions that the Beanery is an essentid part of the depot restoration.
Whether it ever operates as afood service, or simply has the gppearance of the old restaurant is still
unknown.

Comment: Protect the depot fromany flooding and any major structural damage. Any further
restoration should only be undertaken after a major programof land acquisitions and conservation
easements has been acconplished.

Response The park has submitted budget requests to undertake stabilization, fire and security
protection measures on the depot. However, this request has not yet been identified as a high priority
nationdly by the NPSin comparison with other projects. The preserve, as with al NPS units, receives
funding from different internal and externd budget sources. Culturd resource restoration, road
maintenance, and naturd resource studies are funded from different accounts. Kelso Depot’ s
restoration would be funded as aline item in the annua federa budget. Land acquisitions are from
other budgetary sources. If we receive money from one source for aparticular purpose, we cannot
simply useit for another purpose

Conmment: The Kelso Depot Developrment Concept Plan (DCP) lacks a thorough analysis of potential
environmental impacts (restore landscape, flood, water consumption, consultation with Fish and
WiIdlife Service). It doesn’t consider other reasonable alternatives. The DCP should not be substituted
for an environmental assessment or an environmental inpact statement

Response Severd dternaives for the Keso Depot are considered both in the DCP and in the GM P,
from no restoration, to full restoration, to only stabilization. Impacts of these options are addressed in
the Environmenta Consequences section. Consultation with the USFWS on dl aspects of the GM P
was initiated a thetime of its rdesse. It is unclear what additionad detals are needed to make a
decision whether to proceed with restoration of the depot for avisitor center. Prdiminary design
planningis the next step in the process. The Nationa Park Service completed avery detaled and
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thorough Historic Structures Report during the GM P planning process. The amount of detal is
comparable to other NPS units that have induded devdlopment concept plans within agenerd
management plan.

Recreational Day Use

Climbing Issues and Resources

Conmment: The proposed managerment direction for rock-clinbing should be nodified to follow
established NPS guidance. There is no mention of NPS-77 (backcountry recreation management). This
is evident in the draft plan’ s treatment of technical climbing.

Response The plan has been modified to incorporate additiond information about the existing known
climbing situation a Clark M ountain and the resource issues that need to be addressed. These issues
include use of power drills in wilderness, parking, braided trails to and from the climbing location,
clearing of vegetation by dimbers on therock face, permanent scarring of the rock face and potentid
impacts to bighorn sheep. Thereis dso a concern about unauthorized dimbingin the Granite

M ountains on the University of Cdiforniaproperty. The staff there are concerned about inadvertent
damage done to long-term research study plots. The park will dso investigete the climbing situation at
Clark M ountain and determine whether a climbing management plan is required.

Comment: The plan’s proposed ban on placement of permanent anchors/boltsin or on rock facesis
not warranted by existing or probable future resource conditions and should not made in absence of
field data.

Response Theissue of bolting needs to be considered by park management, which aso needs to
determine whether we need a climbing management plan. We understand that there are currently at
least 82 bolted routes on Clark M ountain with hundreds of permanent bolts dready in place. However,
when park staff visited this arearecently, they wereimpressed by the gpparent lack of obvious impacts
from climbing activities. The permanent bolts there are mostly unobtrusive. Some climbing
parapherndia, however, is quite visible when hiking in the area and standards need to be adopted to
quide what is acceptable to leave. Thefact tha the dimbing areaon Clark M ountain is now in
wilderness, diminating the use of power drills, would likely severely limiting new bolt placement.
This plan must lean towards resource protection in the absence of this detaled information.

Conmment: Consider the prohibition of power drillsfor installation of climbing * bolts” throughout
Mojave. Sate that power drillsareillegal in wilderness. Bolts and other fixed anchorsare not
inappropriate in wildernessif placed discretely and occasionally.

Response The proposed plan has been modified to indicate that use of power drills is not alowed
anywherein the Preserve. The climbing section has been substantidly rewritten in the revised DEIS

Mountain Bicycling

Comment: Do not prohibit mountain bicycling on single-track trails within the preserve or allow only
hikers and equestrian usersto have access to certain other trails within the preserve.

Response No mechanica devices, including mountain bikes, are dlowed within wilderness. M ountan
bikes are dlowed on dl open roads, which totd about 2,000 miles. Some singe-track trails may be
considered for mountain bike use in the backcountry /wilderness plan. However, until acomplete
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inventory and assessment of the tralls can be accomplished, no mountain bikes are permitted on
singe-track trails.

Sandboarding

Comment: Isthere a site management plan for Kelso Dunes? Prohibit skiing, snow dedding, and sand
boarding on the dunes.

Response Thereis no existing site plan for Keso Dunes, nor is there any indication that oneis
needed. The use of skies, sleds, and sandboards are not prohibited a this time,

Hunting, Trapping, and Fishing
CDPA Mandated Hunting

Conmment: Are hunting rights protected in the preserve? Don’ t penalize the ethical hunter to protect
the tortoise. Arrest those unscrupulous people that nolest the tortoise with or without guns.

Response The CdiforniaDesert Protection Act provided for hunting to continue in the preserve, but
aso provided that closed areas may be designated and no hunting periods established, for reasons of
public safety, administration, or compliance with other gpplicable laws. The gods of the hunting
changes in the proposed action are to provide better protection for the desert tortoise and other park
resources and to enhance visitor safety . It is aso to strike abaance with the mission of the park,
which is preservation of resources. We bdieve the proposed action provides opportunities for hunters
to take game species duringthe fal and winter state hunting seasons, while dso providingapark
experience with no hunting or shooting during the spring and summer seasons. The existing
management dternative is aso afeasible and sdectable dternative that provides for year-round
hunting of dl species open to hunting under Cdifornialaw.

The proposed action is following the recommendations of the recovery plan regarding discharge of
firearms. The Nationa Park Service does not believe that responsible hunters are shooting desert
tortoises, nor do we have any datafor the preserve on tortoise degths resulting from shooting
However, the proposed action dternaive would cregte a situation where shooting should not be
occurring the park from February through August, during the primary tortoise active period. By
limiting shooting to this period, it would be essier for visitors and staff to identify illegd shooting
activity because firearms should not otherwise be discharged except during the open season. We
bdievethat dlowing hunting haf theyear, and providingapark free of shooting during the other half
is areasonable balance.

Agency Rolesin Managing Wildlife

Conment: Normal season and bag limits should apply within Mojave based on the obj ective of
providing clear and consistent regulations for the public. California Department of Fish and Garmeis
the appropriate authority to adopt hunting and take regulations, not through land use planning by
federal agencies.

Response The proposed action dternaive has been modified to dlow for hunting of small game,
upland game birds, and big game during their normd state seasons, with one exception. Rabbit
hunting would be limited to September through January in accordance with recommendations of the
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desert tortoise recovery plan regarding firearms discharge. Alternative 2 addresses the option of
alowing continued hunting of coy otes, bobcats and other predator species.

The Nationd Park Service has long recognized the stai€ s role in wildlife management in parks and
entered into an agreement with themin 1971 for purposes of cooperating However, Congress clearly
provided the Nationd Park Service with amandate in our 1916 Organic Act, to preserve the wild life,
and other resources within park units. They dso reterated in the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act our
mandate to preserve wildlife by affording the new preserve full recognition and statutory protection to
establish periods when, no hunting, fishing, or trappingwill be permitted for reasons of public safety,
administration, or compliance with provisions of applicable law. With both agencies having arolein
managng wildlifein the preserve, the appropriate process for determining the overal management
strategy is to examine dternatives in the GM P planning process, then seek public input. Consultation
with the Cdifornia Department of Fish and Game has been occurring ordly, in writing, via our
Advisory Commission and through the draft document. Once a coordinated decision on wildlife
management is reeched that meets both our preservation mandate and the hunting mandate, the
Nationa Park Service would seek state regulations to implement this management god.

Comment: By what authority has the National Park Service prohibited previoudy authorized hunting?

Response The Nationd Park Service has not prohibited hunting in the preserve. The draft

management plan proposes some changes, which is provided for in the Caifornia Desert Protection
Act. Section 506 of the CDPA, 16 U.S.C. §4108saa-46(b) acknowledges that statelaws concerning
hunting, fishing and trapping still apply in M ojave Nationd Preserve, but that the NPS may “ designae
areas where, and establish periods when, no hunting, fishing, or trapping will be permitted for reasons
of public safety, administration, or compliance with provisions of applicable law.”

Comment: The National Park Service should set the hunting policy for preserve, not the California
Department of Fish and Gane.

Response We certainly agreetha the Nationa Park Service has acriticd roleto play in the
management of hunting in the preserve. However, we aso acknowledge tha section 506 of the CDPA
provides that Sate lawvs concerning hunting, fishing and trgpping still goply in M ojave Nationd
Preserve. The Nationa Park Service cannot impose restrictions without consulting Cdifornia
Depatment of Fish and Game, except in emergencies. This planning process is considered sufficient
consultation for this purpose

Use of Hunting Dogs

Comment: Prohibit hunting with dogs. The proposed redtrictions on hunting with dogs are a good
step, but not enough. Other comments suggested that we do not require huntersto keep their dog on a
leash while hunting. Dogs track wounded garre. There are safety risks fromcarrying a loaded firearm
and firing it while being connected to a large dog, crossing steep, hazardousterrain, and fatigue.

Response Dogs are naturd predators by instinct and dlowing them to run free is not normaly
permitted in nationd park units. However, because of the hunting provisions in the CDPA that apply
to M ojave, the NPS bdieves that dlowing the use of hunting dogs in accordance with CDF&G
regulations and Preserve restrictions is in keeping with Congressiond intent. By limiting huntingto
thefdl and winter months, potentia harassment of tortoise by hunting dogs has been significantly
reduced. Information will be provided to hunters advising them of ther responsibility to closey
monitor their dogs in accordance with CDF& G regulations and restrictions imposed by the
Quperintendent. Hunters will be fully responsible for ensuringthat their dogs do not harass or kill

COMMENTSAND RESPONSESON THE 1998 DRAFT 61
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND GENERAL M ANAGEMENT PLAN



tortoise or other wildlife that they encounter. Severe pendties are imposed by NPSand USFWSfor
harassment or take of listed species.

Wildlife Guzzlers

Comment: Where hunting and water developrrents are concerned, the Park Serviceistrying to change
Mojave into another national park. Mojave should consult with California Department of Fish and
Game in matters of wildlife management and sustaining their habitats.

Response The proposed action on water devdopments actudly states the opposite It states that water
devdopments would be retained where they are needed to replace water lost due to human activities.
The objectiveis to provide water for wildlife populations a aleve tha existed prior to disturbance of
the habitat. It dso provides for restoration of naturd waters. If and when natura sources become sdlf-
sustaining, then an unnecessary water development may beremoved. The Park Service acknowledges
the tremendous efforts of the Cdifornia Department of Fish and Game and volunteers that have
reestablished large bighorn sheegp populations within the desert. It is certainly not our intention to undo
that effort.

Bird Hunting

Comment: Actions to protect the desert tortoiselisted on page 56 of the draft plan are acceptable,
except modifying bird hunting during state seasons and elimination of all randomtarget shooting do
not appear to contribute significantly to desert tortoise recovery.

Response The hunting section has been modified to adopt CDF&G terminology and seasons for
upland game birds, smdl game and big game. However, random target shootingis not an appropriate
activity in the preserve. Visitor safety and resource protection issues teke priority .

Predator Hunting/Trapping

Comment: Hunting and trapping of predators should be allowed. Has Mojave consulted with the
California Departrment of Fish and Game about closing the entire preserve to rabbit and predator
hunting? Other comments received observed that eliminating the indiscriminate shooting of so called
varnint species would prevent killing of coyotes, bobcats, badgers, and other inportant natural
components of Mojave's ecosystem They suggested banning of predator hunting.

Response The plan has been modified to recognize the statewide ban on trgpping that voters enacted
in 1998. Tragpping will follow Cdifornia s 1998 Proposition 4 to the extent that it does not conflict
with federd wildlife management. The superintendent retains the authority under 16 U.S.C. sec. 3to
dlow trgpping by designated individuas to remove (trgp or shoot) animds that are ahazard to visitors
or park resources. Regarding the dimination of predator hunting, the National Park Service feds very
strondy that killing of predators is inconsistent with our mission of preservinganauraly functioning
ecosy stem. Predators such as coy otes, foxes, bobcats, badgers, and skunks are key dements of a
natura system and serve to baance the wildlife populaions. While they prey on game species, ther
primary food sources focus on smaler and more abundant species of rodents, snakes, lizards, insects,
and vegetation. We bedlieve these species should be preserved as an essentid component of the

€ecosy stem.
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Private L ands

Comment: The National Park Service needs close coordination with the California Department of
Fish and Ganre in the managerment of shared resources as described in the Memorandumof
Understanding because private inholdings (no NPSjurisdiction) are adjacent to NPS lands and both
contain contiguous populations of animal and plant resources.

Response A statement has been added to the management objectives addressing consultation with
Cdifornia Department of Fish and Gamein managngthe park’ s wildlife resources. NPS has a
responsibility to address issues arising from hunting on private lands in the preserve where activities
caried out on those lands interfere with the designated use of the federa lands.

Reptile and Amphibian Collection

Comment: The requirement for an NPS scientific collecting permit for nonprotected reptiles and
anphibians could be contrary to state law.

Response The preserve was established with severd conflicting mandates that need to be baanced in
this management plan. The National Park Service has a core mission of resource preservation. This
desert park dso serves as an areafor research and education on desert ecosy stems. Huntingis a
permitted use that needs to be baanced with other park purposes. The proposed action dlows more
hunting opportunities than the state’ s Providence M ountain Sate Recregtion Areatha is within the
preserve's boundaries. We do not bdieve that Congress envisioned the collection of reptiles and
amphibians with afishing license when they made alast minute compromise to dlow huntingin the
preserve. We bdieve these resources should be fully protected in this desert park and not exploited.
We believe tha collection of reptiles and anphibians should follow federd law and NPS regulations.

Shooting Restrictions

Conmment: The limitations the NPSis proposing to prevent hunting at least 500 yards fromany road,
building or water source are over redtrictive. Existing State regulations are adequate to protect public
safety and are nore enforceable.

Response The proposed action dternative has been modified to follow existing state laws regarding
trapping and shooting restrictions, provided they don’ t interfere with federd wildlife management.

Species that may be Hunted

Comment: Mojave National Preserve provides sone of the finest hunting opportunitiesfor cottontail
and jackrabbits, coyotes, bobcats, and collection of reptiles of anywhere in California and should
continue to do so for some time.

Response The proposed action dternative has been modified to dlow for the hunting of small game,
upland game birds, and big game during their normd state seasons, with one exception: Rabbit
hunting would be limited to September through February in accordance with recommendations of the
desert tortoise recovery plan. Alternaive 2 addresses the option of alowing continued hunting of
coyotes and bobcats.
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Organized Events

Comment: Organized events should be allowed at all developed areasincluding canmpgrounds,
designated roadsand trails, and at sites such asrock formations. This should also apply to permitted
groups.

Response Orgenized events may be considered in the preserve a most locations, subject to NPS
regulations, provided there are no adverse effects to resources. However, events involving mechanized
vehicles or equipment would only be considered on established non-wilderness roads.

Camping

Designating Sites

Conment: The preserve should consider encouraging use in designated canping areas rather than
requiring it.

Response The proposed action dlows car campingin any previously used site dong open roads. No
new disturbance is permitted. In heavy use and sensitive resource aress, and for groups with over
seven vehicles, resource concerns sugoest that designating sites is the gppropriatetool.

Inventory of Backcountry Sites

Conmrent: Isthere a proposed list of informal canmping areas (previoudy used sites and their
conditions)? It would be helpful to know these details to assess what the effect of the plan is.

Response: M ojave does not currently have alist of informa campsites. Page 70 contains alist of
informd high use campsites that had been identified by the Bureau of Land M anagement, which
continue to receive higher use. The need for an inventory of informa campsites has been identified
and will be pursued sometime in the future when funding or staff timeis available. Informa campsites
will remain open for use unless designated closed.

Tent-Cabins
Comment: Develop tent-cabin-style canmpgrounds.

Response: Public opinion on developments such as this suggests that the NPS leave these commercid
ventures to privae businesses.

Facilitieslmprovements

Comment: Thereisa strong inplication that as visitors inpact an area the NPSwill respond by
building more facilities. Though not in GMP, a new canpground at Kelso Dunesis being discussed
and the campground at Mid Hills has been expanded to accommodate large notor hone vehicles.

Response The developed campground section of the proposed action dternaive states that locations
for new semi-developed campgrounds with fewer services and smaler numbers of campsites would be
considered. The Nationa Park Service has taked about the possibility of asemi-developed
campgound a an abandoned mining site near the Keso Dunes, because of existing public use of the
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area. Planning for a semi-developed campground near the dunes may be explored further within

NEPA regulations if the plan retains the language of the draft plan on developed campgrounds. M id
Hills campground has not been expanded. The water system, which was in serious disrepair, has been
replaced. Picnic tables and fire grates have been refurbished. Painted green posts that ddlinegte
camping sites have been replaced with boulders. The existing pit toilets have been replaced with newer
“ sweet smdlingtoilets’ (SST) toilets. Old worn signs have been replaced. Stes were graded to repair
erosion channds. It has definitely not been expanded to accommodate large motor homes.

Conmment: No provision was included to provide sanitary facilities at any location (day use and
backcountry and roadside canping areas). Install toilet facilities at trailheads and parking areas.

Response Your concern about human waste a heavily used camping areas is well taken. We have
instaled additiond vault toilets a the Kelso Dunes recently, and are planning facilities for Kelso
Depot. Pumping vault toilets a backcountry sites would dso present problems. We do address human
waste management in specid use permits for large groups camping in the backcountry , but having
some guidelines in our generd backcountry camping literature would be useful to dl backcountry
users.

Roadside and Backpack Camping

Conment: Canping should be restricted to within 100 feet of existing designated routes and campsites
should be more than 200 yards fromany water source.

Response This section has been darified to reflect that car camping may occur only in previously
disturbed sites dong open routes of travel outside wilderness. Vehicles may not leave the road surface
a any time and park on undisturbed vegetation. Backpack campers may camp anywherein the
preserve outside designated day use only aress, but must erect ther tent out of sight of paved roads.
The primary issues with camping would then be with ensuring tha visitors do not disturb tortoises
they encounter and vehicles are examined before moving them to ensure tortoises have not crawled
under them for shade. The preserve would undertake a public education initiative relaive to camping
in tortoise habitat.

Conmment: Thereisno array of reasonable alternatives regarding roadside carmping. Thisviolates
NEPA. The plan could have considered an alternative that linits roadside camping in areas of critical
tortoise habitat. Permt canping in only truly designated sites.

Response Alternative 3 in the 1998 draft plan (page 106) proposes to limit camping in desert tortoise
critical habitat and other sensitive areas to alimited number of designated sites. This is distinctly
different from the proposed action. The proposed action dternative is very similar to existing
conditions, since the park adopted this policy immediatdy after the establishment of the areaas apark
unit. Severd actions were taken prior to adopting a management plan, and therefore are very similar to
the proposd becausethey arethe preferred gpproach.

Conmment: There needsto be an inventory of previoudy used sites and their conditionsin order to
select any alternative. Many previously used sites are within wilderness.

Response Park staff are currently identifying these areas in their ground truthing of the wilderness
boundaries. Some of the previous roadside camping areas may indeed be impacted by wilderness.
However, they are still open to camping, just not to vehicle access. As these sites are identified, they
will be marked with wilderness signs. Vehicles will be dlowed to park on the non-wilderness part of
the spur roads, which is normdly 30 feet from the centerline of most backcountry dirt roads in
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M ojave. The park regularly provides updated camping information brochures to communicate current
NPS policy and regulations on backcountry camping

Comment: The plan fails to meet NEPA requirement of offering an array of reasonable alternatives
for roadside canping. Alternative 1 allowsit to occur along dirt roadsin previously used areas—same
strategy as alternative 2. Alternative 3 failsto address this.

Response The proposed action regarding roadside camping differs substantidly from existing
management. The proposed action establishes day use only aress, restricts camping around developed
aress and paved roads, requires large groups to obtain a permit, proposes a process for reocating or
closing some sites in sensitive habitat and calls for designated sites in high use aress. Alternative three
does address backcountry and roadside camping on page 106 of the 1998 draft plan. It cdls for
limiting camping in desert tortoise habitat to designaed sites, and for adding meta fire rings and
picnic tables to high use aress.

Visitor Use Fees
Comment: Provide a way for visitorsto voluntarily pay the NPSadmission fee

Response Begnning in April 2000, the Nationd Park Service, in partnership with the Nationa Park
Foundation, introduced aNationd Parks Pass. This pass may be purchased a any nationa park
(incdluding M ojave), over the phone, online, and eventualy through other retalers. This $50 annua
pass will be good for admission to dl nationd parks for ayear. Parks will be ableto retain $35 of this
for use on visitor fadilities directly in the park whereit is purchased. In addition, any one can
voluntarily donate funds to the park for generd use or aspecificaly designated use. Parks can retain
and use donated funds. In addition, M ojave can accept, and has recaived, monetary donations.

Commercial Use

Comment: Reevaluate the position that commercial events will not be permitted on Mojave Road.
Consider commercial toursin some limited fashion through a lottery systemand limit toursto
weekday excursions.

Response The proposed action has been modified to dlow consideration of commercid tours dong
the M gjave Road. Commercid use of the preserve has dso been modified to indicate that some
commercid use licenses may be offered to provide for recurring activities that are compatible with the
purposes of the preserve and could enhance the visitor experience. Alternative three now considers the
option of not dlowing commercid tours of the M ojave Road.

ROADSAND CIRCULATION

Carrying Capacity

Conmment: The carrying capacity of each road should be established in the plan. A percentage of
carrying capacity should be used to determine size of groups that need a permit and the maximumsize
of a group that would be permitted on each road.
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Response At this point, thereis little data avalable on which to set carrying capacities for each park
road. Where overuse on a particular road becomes an issue and resources or the visitor experience are
suffering, specific datawould have to be gathered and andy zed with public input to determine
gopropriate and reasonable limits on public use. For now, setting limits on organized events that stress
the sy stem for ashort duration, due to number of participants or ty pe of activity, seemsto be amore
reasonable and rationd gpproach to protecting resources and visitor experience.

Duplicate Roads and those in Critical Habitat

Comment: Alternative 1 should consider closure of roads in desert tortoise critical habitat and roads
that duplicate access already provided by another road. A network of roads seerms inconsistent with
the goal of limted development and allowing for a sense of discovery.

Response Alternative threein the revised draft now addressed the potentid closure of some roads in
critical habitat to diminate unnecessary and redundant sections, and to protect the desert tortoise. The
desire communicated by the public to maintain a sense of exploration and discovery was referringto
extensive use of interpretive exhibits and signs. Clearly there was an anticipation of being ableto
utilize the park via existing roads.

Commercial Vehicle Use
Conmment: By what authority has the National Park Service prohibited commercial vehicles?

Response The NPS Organic Act (16 U.SC.1) and regulations governing activities in nationd park
units (36 CFR 5.6) prohibit the use of commercid vehicles within Nationa Park Service units where
such useis in no way connected with the operation of the park.

Definition/Restrictions

Conment: The plan does not define what a road is. The public needs to understand where motorized
vehicle use isand is not allowed (washes).

Response Nationd Park Service regulations & 36 CFR 4.10 state that (a) “ Operating amotor vehicle
is prohibited except on park roads, in parking areas and on routes and areas designated for off-road
motor vehideuse” U.S Code, Title 23, section 101 defines apark road as: “ a public road, including a
bridge built primarily for pedestrian use, but with the capacity for use by emergency vehides, that is
located within, or provides access to, an aeain the nationd park sy stem with title and maintenance
responsibilities vested in the United Sates.” Any further definition(s) will be deferred to the
backcountry and road management plans. At this time, washes are not to be driven in, except where a
road that is recognized for vehicle use, leads into and out of the wash, and the wash is part of that
designated trave route. Visitors can get information on open trave routes by looking on some park
road maps that are available a visitor information centers and other locations.

Management Prescriptions

Comment: The general management plan should resolve the basic management prescriptions for
recreational use of roads and trails, develop a cormprehensive nonitoring plan, and address resource
planning issues at this time.
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Response The* desired future conditions” section addresses the need for aprescription for
recrestiond uses of roads and trails. Future planning such as the Backcountry / Wilderness
management plan will address monitoring and these concerns a amore detailed leve.

Heritage Trail
Comment: Addressthe East Mojave Heritage Trail.

Response The Heritage Trall is an dighment of mostly unimproved backcountry roads identified
through a series of guidebooks for interpretive driving. Some sections of this 660-mile recregtiona

trail pass through the preserve. About two miles of this are affected by wilderness designation on
Cima Dome. However, open roads are essily followed around this section, incressing the drive by
about one mile. We certainly understand the enjoyment that this trail and the guide books provides to
the public that enjoys visiting the M ojave Desert by four whed drive vehicle. Clearly many people
will continue to be exposed to the wedth of informetion presented in these books and will obtain more
satisfaction from their desert visit by having utilized them. The park has sold the guidebooks in our
information centers in Baker and Needles, and will continue to do so as long as they are available.

Inventory Roads

Conmment: The plan needs to include a conrplete and accurate inventory and a map of the travel ways
in the preserve and should address which of themwill be available for use by the public and by what
manner.

Response This leve of detal is inconsistent with current NPS-wide direction for generd management
plans to focus on long term, desired resource conditions and visitor experiences. (Park Planning,
Directors Order #2). We believe that the plan’ s management philosophy statement on page 71 of the
1998 draft plan addresses this as does the desired future condition statements. The pak’ s
implementation plans would address this level of detail. The park and other retal outlets have maps
for sdetha provide information on roads that are open for use. An accurate inventory of dl roads is
currently not avalable, but these road maps provide the best information using current information.
An inventory would be acomponent of the park’ s road management plan. A smdl map showingthe
existing road network was included in the 1998 draft on figure 2. A larger version is included in the
revised dréft in the back pocket.

Generdly, the leve of maintenance of existing open roads is not likely to change. Closure of roads is
not anticipated at this time in the proposed action, but could be done if needed to protect park
resources or visitor safety. Some minor realignment could be undertaken for visitor safety ressons.

Maintenance and Jurisdiction

Conmrent: The plan does not indicate who hasjurisdiction of roads that county has easements on.
How would conmrercial use be controlled? The county should maintain and control use on all county
roads.

Response All roads located in the park are under federd ownership and jurisdiction. No commercid
vehicle through traffic is dlowed (36 CFR 5.6). San Bernardino County has historicadly maintained
most of the roads and has gpplied for RS-2477 rights-of-way on some roads providing for public
access and use. However, these have not yet been determined. The park will work with the county to
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develop cooperative agreements to provide for continued maintenance of roads in the park by the
county .

Mojave Road

Conmment: The National Park Service needs to reevaluate the position that conmrercial events will not
be permitted on Mojave Road. Consider conmercial toursin some limited fashion through a lottery
systemand limit themto weekday excursions.

Response The proposed plan has been modified to consider commerciad tours of the M ojave Road.
Commercid use of the preserve has aso been modified to indicate that some commercia use licenses
may be offered to provide for recurring activities that are compatible with the purposes of the preserve
and could enhance the visitor experience. Alternative 3 now addresses the option of no commercid
tours of the M ojave Road.

Conmment: Don’t allow vehicles on some sections of Mojave Road. Alternative 1 should consider if
parts of the Mojave Road still retain historic integrity, restricting access to those sections by foot,
wagon, or horse only.

Response: Some historic sections of the M ojave Road are dready protected from vehicle use.
Alternative three considers alowing commercia tours of the road. The existing dighment used by
vehicles dready bypasses severd sections of the historic route, which are not open to mechanized use.

Comment: The group Size limits are incorrect. The vehicle limit of 7 isarbitrary. There is no data to
suggest the need for such a rule. It is discrimination and biased towards those who meke use of
vehicles to enjoy the backcountry.

Response The proposed action in the draft plan did not limit vehides using the M ojave Road to
parties with less than seven vehides. It proposed tha groups with over 15 people or seven or more
vehicles would need to obtain aspecid use permit. These figures were developed after much
consultation with the public, staff, other NPS units and discussion with the Advisory Commission. The
permit is ameans of assuring that resources are protected from inadvertent damage from uninformed
large groups. The section on permitting and organized events has been expanded and clarified to
provide a better understanding on this topic.

Road Use Data

Conment: The data is mideading in the tables on page 159 of the 1998 draft plan. Present the
average weekend and average weekday traffic count for both prime and off-season on roadswhere
data is available.

Response The visitation statistics are as accurate as possible for the datawe collect. Currently,
monthly counts arerecorded a each entrance. No datais available for weekend versus weekday usage,
other than periodic field staff observations.
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Roadsand Trails

Comment: The purpose of the trail and road plans should be more closely aligned. Description of
these plans seens to favor trail recreationists over motorized recreationists.

Response M ojave Nationd Preserve currently has gpproximetely 2,000 miles of open roads outside
wilderness. Thereare only acouple of dozen miles of constructed trails. If you count dl of the roads
included in wilderness as potentid trails, there are perhgps another 400 miles. Even with this number
there are far more roads for motorized recreation than there aretrails. Long distance recregtion
opportunities extending onto adjacent lands dready exist for motorized use. This is not true for hiking
opportunities.

RS-2477 Assertions

Comment: We do not agree with the National Park Service decision not to address RS-2477
assertions. These are valid existing rights that are protected under CDPA section 507. Replace the
term*® route determinations’ on p. 39 with the term* assertions.”

Response: Determinations of the vaidity of RS-2477 right-of-way assertions are not planning
decisions and cannot be addressed in the NEPA process. A right-of-way asserted under RS-2477 is not
automaticaly assumed to be vdid. Regardless of whether aparty can successfully assert avaid clam
to aright-of-way across nationd park land, the NPSretains the authority to regulate use of an RS-2477
right-of-way. SeeU.S. v. Vogler, 859 F.2d 638, 642 (9" Cir. 1988). Section 507 gpplies only to vaid
existing minerd rights obtained under the various mining lavs. However, section 708 does ensure
private landowners adequate access for reasonable use and enjoy ment of their land.

The section on page 39 of the 1998 draft plan has been updated in the revised draft.

Speed Limit

Conmment: The maximum speed limit should be 45 miles per hour, unless the National Park Service
designates a higher speed limit. Signs show 55 nph.

Response The proposed action indicates that the use of seasona speed limits on certain routes would
be andly zed for tortoise protection. We are dso interested in the effectiveness of additiond temporary
barricade ty pe signing with flashing lights and specid tortoise signs posted during periods of active
tortoise use (spring mornings and evenings, rainfal, etc.). We are concerned about enforcement
though, because just posting speed limits does not slow down vehidles.

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION

Protection of Research Areas

Conmment: If research areas lose this protection, fewer researcherswill choose to conduct studiesin
Mojave and the quality of those studies will decline. Mojave should first facilitate the research itself,
and then second, educate public about it.
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Response We are not surewhat protection that this comment is concerned about losing The lands in
M ojave have stronger protection now than they have ever had. We bdlieve there are many
environments in the park where research should occur. We bdlieve research datais critica to the future
management of the preserve. We are interested in steps that the Nationd Park Service can taketo
ensure protection of research. Closing aress to public useis not a guarantee. Such aclosure would
require avast amount of effort to enforce. Fencingthe entire Granite M ountains Reserve to ensure no
public access would be prohibitively expensive and would create aesthetic problems and impede
wildlife movement. We believe that researchers will understand the enhanced protection that is now
avalable in the preserve and will participate with the Nationd Park Service in workingtowards a
better understanding of its resources.

Comment: Protected areas are essential because researchers must be able to identify areaswhere
impacts have historically not occurred for comparison to areas where inpacts are occurring.

Response The Granite M ountains area has been mined and grazed for over 130 years. A paented
mining claim exists within the Reserve, and ferd burros and cattle grazing have existed within the
Granite M ountains Natura Reserve until actions taken recently by the Nationd Park Service.
Recently, the park accepted donation of the grazing permit including and surrounding the Reserve,
permanently removing cattle grazing. As you state, research has been conducted in this areafor over
20 years. The preserve would assure that the same or better protection is provided for the benefit of
future research. An example of more protection is tha the areais now within wilderness and
motorized vehides and equipment are now prohibited.

Comment: Granite Mtns. Natural Reserve lands are critical for research and education. They contain
the only landsin desert where research is protected. The plan does not adequately support or protect
research in the preserve. It failsto protect areas needed for research and does not provide
mechaniss or funding for conducting research that it explicitly proposes.

Response There are hundreds of thousands of acres of M ojave Desert in nationd park units where
research and educeation activities may occur and would be afforded avast amount of protection. While
the Granite M ountains Natura Reserveis asmal amount of the tota acreage of the preserve, it is dso
one of the more dramatic mountain ranges, situated adong a mgor access road into the park. The
generd management plan is not the document used to prescribe and budget for research. The resource
management plan (RM P) is such a document.

Conmment: Establish a quota systemand restrict recreational access to the Slver Peak Road in the
Cottonwood Basin.

Response We have not been made aware of any vanddism complaints a or near this area It is
suspected tha the areareceives little use. In thefal of 1997 the summit sign-in sheet showed atotd of
4 visitors over the past 12 months. Welook forward to working with the Granite M ountains Natura
Reserveto deveop and implement a sy stem for protecting research in the area.

Alternatives

Comment: Granite Mountains Natural Reserve is not protected by any alternative. Alternatives 1 and
2 allow environmental degradation by recreational use and alternative 3 requires environmental
degradation to occur before managemment actions can be taken.
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Response Research and education in the reserve are better protected now than a any timein the
history of the area. Congress designated most of the reserve as wilderness in 1994, which prohibits
motorized access. The Nationd Park Serviceis actively removing ferd burros from theareaand is
committed to azero burro population. Recently, the park accepted donation of the grazing permit
including and surrounding the Reserve, permanently removing cattle grazing. No shooting is permitted
in thereserve. The areais now included within the boundaries of a nationd park unit, providing some
of the best preservaion available under federa law. The proposed action states the Nationa Park
Service would work with the universities to ensure protection of research plots. None of the
dternatives in the draft plan adlow environmenta degradation.

Conmrent: The plan does not address the full range of possible alternatives including protecting
Granite Mountains Natural Reserve before damage is done, protecting Reserve lands for future
research and designating an area where research proj ects are adequately protected fromdamage,
vandalismand disruption.

Response We bdlieve the items you suggest are dl addressed within the proposed action dternative.
In cregting the Reserve, Congress directed the Nationa Park Service to enter into a cooperaive
agreement to ensure continuation of arid land research and education. This agreement was signed by
the Superintendent and the Chancellor of UCR on October 2, 1998. Severd actions dready taken or
proposed would provide some protection for research and education grester than what existed in the
past. The cooperative agreement is the tool to address issues regarding other specific actions, and is
more easily modified to adjust to changng conditions than is the generd management plan. We
bdievetha there are many other environments in the preserve where research and education activities
should occur outside the reserve. The Nationd Park Service would like to work with the research and
education community to identify concerns and mitigetion that could gpply to any research or education
activity, as gopropriae

Conmment: Add a fourth alternative to control recreational use, with a 10-year study addressing
possible nodification.

Response: This suggested new dternative would not be substantidly different from the proposed
action. Currently, the proposd cdls for the park to work with the universities to prevent damegeto
research plots. The park is willing to work with the research community to develop aressonable
strategy for Granite M ountains, Soda Springs, and other aress of the preserve where research is
occurring and to devise a program of monitoring to detect needed adjustments.

Cooperative Agreement

Comment: The plan should nore creatively exarmne how to harness the resources that are already in
place at Granite Mountains Natural Reserve. The Park Service should designate it a research natural
area.

Response The Research and Education section of the document has been substantidly revised. We
ageethat thefirst draft plan faled to adequately recognize theimportance of research. The plan now
states affirmatively that wefed very fortunate to have the University of Cdifornia—Riverside and
Cdifornia Sate Universities consortium operaions in the Preserve. We have signed a cooperative
ageement with UCR for Granite M ountains and are actively pursuingonewith CSU for the Soda
Sorings Desart Sudy Center & Zzyzx. The park has dso recently gpproved the hiring of aresearch
scientist to coordinate research activities and serve as a science advisor to park management. The NPS
has aso recently established anew Cooperaive Education Sudies Unit for the southwest desertsin
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cooperaion with aconsortium of universities throughout the southwest. M ojave will be working
actively to ensure that research continues to play alargerolein thefuture of this park.

LANDOWNERSHIP AND USE

Preserve Boundary and Authorized Acreage

Adjustments

Comment: The* Landownership and Use” section and the * Land Protection Plan” provide the
National Park Service with an avenue to review boundaries established by Congress. The Baker
landfill isinappropriate in the preserve.

Response NPS criteriafor examining potentia boundary modifications in a generd management plan
are done with the purpose of addinglands with significant resources or opportunities, or that are
criticd to fulfilling the park mission. No such suggestions for boundary adjustments were received
during scoping. To create aboundary change proposd to exclude land from the park or from
wilderness would be highly controversid and would not fit the NPS criteriafor boundary adjustments.
The now closed landfill is acouple of miles within the preserve boundary. Changng the boundary
would not change the existence of the reclamed landfill, only cregte either aholein the park, or
remove severd thousand acres. Furthermore, if the closed landfill was ddeted from the park, NPS
regulations and policies would not gpply, potentidly affecting protection of the area

L egidative Maps

Comment: Congressional maps are part of the California Desert Protection Act. They should be
Included in plan.

Response It is not feasible to indude these maps in the plan. The Congessiond (S-21) maps are 24"
X 36" blueprints consisting of 22 mgp shedts. They are avallable to the public for viewingin our
headquarters office in Barstow and have been since early 1995. The officid boundary map of the
preserve boundary that was generated from the S-21 maps pursuant to Sec. 504 of the Cdifornia
Desert Protection Act, isasa of seven mgps sheets (36" X 40”). Copies of this mgp set have been
available for purchase since mid-1996 from Riverside Blueprint. Neither set is of asizethat is feasible
to includein this plan. However, the officid preserve boundary as submitted to Congress is reflected
on dl thefigures included in the draft plan. Nationa Geographic (Trails lllustrated) and the Bureau of
Land M anagement have dso produced larger maps with the officid boundary. Both maps are available
for sdein our Baker and Needles information centers. These maps dso incude the wilderness
boundaries of the preserve.

Wilderness

Accessto Water Developments/ Allotments

Conmment: Alternative 1 does not adhere to the mnimumtool concept regarding granting access to
guzzersin wildernessbecause it does not establish basic guidelinesfor granting requests.
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Response The proposed action specificdly identifies the requirements of the Wilderness Act in
managing wilderness aress. Nether the Wilderness Act nor the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act
prohibit grazing in wilderness. The plan has been darified to indicate that ranchers would normaly be
required to access wilderness on foot or horseback, similar to other users. However, certain situations
may exist where motorized access is necessary to maintain range developments. These ty pes of access
could be considered under section 708 of the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act that provides for
adequate access and reasonable use and enjoy ment to owners of nonfederd lands or interests that liein
wilderness. A minimum tool determination would be used prior to granting approvd for
motorized/mechanica equipment use within wilderness. M ojave Nationd Preserve would follow the
“Principles for Wilderness M anagement in the Cdifornia Desert” (gppendix F in volume 1), the
Wilderness Act, and the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act in the administration of the preserve s
wilderness aress. Criteriafor access are stated in the Desert M anager’ s Wilderness Principles.

Comment: Access to wilderness areas should be limited to only those uses and methods permitted in
wilderness areas. There should be no notorized accessto both grazing allotmentsand guzzers.

Response: M otorized access to sites in wilderness would be considered the exception, rather than the
rule, and would not be routindy alowed unless unusud circumstances warranted it. These instances
would be considered on a case-by -case basis consistent with the Wilderness Act and the Cdifornia
Desert M anagers' Wilderness Principles of Wilderness M anagement (see appendix F in volume 1).
Thetext has been modified in the revised draft.

Comment: The plan does not explain the criteria under which access in wildernesswould be granted
for inholders. The final plan should outline the regulations and standards that the National Park
Service will use to administer accessrights.

Response Section 708 of the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act provides for adequate access and
reasonable use and enjoy ment to owners of nonfederd lands or interests that lie in wilderness.
Adequate access should only be addressed based upon a specific landowner request for aparticular
typeof use Tryingto anticipate each type of access nead and pre-establish grounds for gpprovd is
unnecessary . Each access request would be reviewed with the “ minimum tool” philosophy as a
quiddine and mandates the “ Principles for Wilderness M anagement in the Cdifornia Desert”
(appendix F in volume 1), the Wilderness Act, and the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act in the
administration of the park’ s wilderness aress. Any request for mechanized access that crosses
designated wilderness and was not recognized by Congress as an excluded road corridor, requires a
permit from the superintendent.

Comment: If a guzzer exists, there is a road to accessit. Both of these in conjunction make an area
with nonwilderness characteristics. The National Park Service does not need to review notorized
accessto guzders. Stop playing turf wars with the California Departrment of Fish and Game and the
Society for the Conservation of Bighorn Sheep. A case-by-case access would inhibit California
Department of Fish and Game fromexercising its responsibilities.

Response When Congress created the wilderness in M ojave Nationa Preserve in 1994, it madethe
provisions of the Wilderness Act gpplicable. The NPS manages wilderness within the full spirit of the
law and our employees must comply with the Wilderness Act in managing and accessing areas
established as wilderness by Congress, as must state employ ees and the public in using wilderness.
Although Congress provided for certain exceptions in the Preserve, such as mining and grazing, we
manage these uses in accordance with wilderness protection. Use of motorized equipment in
wilderness is an activity prohibited by Congress since the passage of the Wilderness Act in 1964.
Acoess to these guzzlers has nothingto do with turf wars with the Cdifornia Department of Fish and
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Game. We do work with the Cdifornia Department of Fish & Game within the framework of the law
and agency policies when considering motorized access to sites in wilderness by the state. Nether of
the big game guzzlers a Old Dad M ountain are serviced by roads. Onewas instdled by heicopter and
access is by hiking or helicopter. Driving on ashort road now included within wilderness, in this case,
only gets someone a hdf-mile closer. The other big game guzzler is located in awash inside
wilderness. Access to this guzzler is obtained by hiking about one-fourth mile from anearby
nonwilderness road. The Wilderness Act and agency management policies dso require that we
examinedl “ structures and instdlations” in wilderness and determine whether they are a minimum
requirement for administration of the areafor wilderness purposes. These structures will haveto be
examined against the wilderness act criteriaand cultura resource preservation laws.

Significance

Conment: The plan fails to distinguish the significance of the preserve’s wilderness The plan should
highlight the differences in the management of these lands including grazing and wildlife management
practices.

Response The proposed action specificdly identifies the requirements of the Wilderness Adt in
managing wilderness areas. Nether the Wilderness Act nor the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act
provide any specific mandates regarding grazing or wildlife management practices in wilderness.
Severd responses above address management of access to wildlife and ranching developments.

Boundaries

Comment: The wilderness boundaries must be described before the National Park Service can apply
appropriate management strategies both inside and outside wilderness. Descriptions and maps should
be an appendix in the plan.

Response A prdiminary interpretation of the generd wilderness area maps provided by Congess (S
21 maps) has been accomplished and digta computer generated maps produced. These boundaries
wereincduded in Figure 2 on page 49 of the 1998 draft plan. Detalled maps of the preserve reflecting
these wilderness aress are dso now available for purchase by the public a our information centers.
The park staff are currently ground truthing these preiminary boundary placements, which is atime
consuming process. Interpreting the specific placement of lines on the maps provided by Congress is
not straightforward due to the age of the map base they used, the thickness of the marker lines and the
addition of new roads not on the mgp base. The legd description of the preserve swilderness
boundaries is complex and has not yet begun. Developing the legd description for the much simpler
preserve boundary took over oneyear to complete. When completed, the maps and legd description
will be submitted to Congress. Having specific legd descriptions for wilderness is not a necessary
component of the generd management plan. The generd management plan provides a broad
management framework for the preserve and as such none of the decisions required the specifics of a
legd description. The preserve is committed to completing this process, however, and will include
them in the backcountry / wilderness management plan. The wording has been modified to more
accura ey reflect the wilderness boundary mapping process.

Conmment: There needs to be some boundary adj ustment for many wilderness areas. The Onmibus Act
of 1996 provides a mechanismfor this. The plan needsto reconsider decisions not to reconmmend
boundary changesto congress.
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Response NPS criteriafor examining potentia boundary modifications in a general management plan
are done with the purpose of addinglands with significant resources or opportunities, or tha are
criticd to fulfilling the park mission. No such suggestions for boundary adjustments were received
during scoping To create aboundary change proposd to exclude land from the park or from
wilderness would be highly controversid and would not fit the NPS criteriafor boundary adjustments.
NPS minor boundary adjustment authority is only for our externd boundary and involves only very
smdl adjustments.

Additional Wilderness Areas
Comment: Expand the size of wildernessto greater than the 700,000 acres proposed in alternative 1.

Response The wilderness aress identified in dternative one are not proposed. Congress designated
those 695,000 acres of wilderness in October 1994. A separate wilderness study would haveto be
prepared, preceded by agreat ded of fied study, before additiond wilderness could be considered.
Proposed additions would have to be put through an environmenta impact anaysis process and public
review. Any recommendations resulting from that process would then be submitted to Congress, who
would have to agree to them and pass legslation to make it happen.

Cultural Resources

Conmmrent: It's hypocrisy that there are “ renmants of hunman occupation” in sorme wilderness sections,
because under the Wilderness Act of 1964, a wilderness area is to be untranmeled and works of man
are not to be seen.

Response The wilderness desired future conditions section is consistent with the NPSM anagement
Policies on historic preservation in wilderness aress. The recently released NPS Directive on
wilderness provides the following direction regarding culturd resources in wilderness:

Wilderness contains scientific, educational, and historical propertiesthat areaso cultura
resources. T here has been extensive prior human usein most areas now designated as
wilderness, resultingin archeologicd sites, historic structures, cultural landscapes and
associated features, objects, and traditional cultural properties that are contributing elements to
wilderness. It isimportant to recognize that laws, such as the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), American Indian Religious
Freedom Act (AIRFA) and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

(NAGPRA), aswéll as others, intended to preserve our cultural heritage, are applicablein
wilderness.

The Wilderness Act and agency management policies dso require that we examine dl “ structures and
instalations” in wilderness and determine whether they are a minimum requirement for administration
of the areafor wilderness purposes. These structures will have to be examined against the wilderness
act criteriaand cultura resource preservation laws.

Fire Management

Conmrent: Identify fire-related research needs and initiate long-termstrategies. The fire management
discussion needs to mention its application to wilderness The National Park Service should focus on
reinstating firein wilderness.
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Response Thetext has been revised to address fire management in wilderness. Before prescribed or
naturd fires are alowed, studies would be conducted that would help determine historic and pre-
historic fire frequency . A fire management plan for the Preserveis now under preparation.

Roadsand Trails

Comment: Human use should be reduced within wilderness areas. Elimnate or reduce widths of roads
in wilderness and no new trails until the desert tortoise is delisted.

Response Human use of wilderness would have very little, if any impact on the tortoise. No new trals
areproposed for wilderness. For the most part, designated wilderness and critica habitat for the desert
tortoise overlgp very littlein the preserve. The backcountry Awilderness plan would address the status
of previous developed roads in wilderness and which ones should be restored. With no vehicle trave
dlowed on old roads in wilderness, there is no immediate threat to desert tortoise from these routes.

Mining

Comment: Managenent steps should be identified that closely follow NPS policy related to mining in
wildernessareas and strictly minimze use of notorized and mechanized methods in wilderness areas
by either NPSstaff or other parties.

Response The last two paragrgphs on page 77 and the first paragraph on page 78 of the 1998 draft
plan adequately address minimizing motorized and mechanized use of wilderness. M ining operations
that meet dl the vaidity and plan of operations requirements could be considered in wilderness. If the
operaion would result in significant impacts on resources, including wilderness, it would not be
goproved. As addressed in earlier responses, and changes in the revised draft, NPSwould follow
existing law, policies and the Principles for Wilderness M anagement as adopted by the Desert

M anager's (gppendix F in volume 1) in managing wilderness aress.

Protection

Comment: The plan is inadequate in its approach to wilderness protection. NPShas no real
commitment to wilderness. Doesn’t like use of word “ preliminary” wilderness boundaries. The BLM
has conpleted their maps and the NPS should conplete the maps and reduce grazing in wilderness.

Response It is certainly not truethat the draft plan and the park have no commitment to wilderness
protection. We are unsure what aspects of the management framework on pages 7678 of the 1998
draft plan are inadequate. We believe it proposes strong stewardship and provides an gppropriate leve
of detall for a generd management plan. The NPS has been actively and repeatedly marking
wilderness areas with signs a access points, and have continued to replace these signs a therate of
dozens pe year. We actively patrol the park, with four field rangers now on duty .

We do agreethat use of theword “ preiminary” was misleading, and has been removed from the plan.
We have megpped the wilderness boundaries and are working on getting the legal descriptions prepared
to submit to Congress. We have utilized this megpping effort to produce two detaled maps of the
preserve and wilderness boundaries for public sae. The Bureau of Land M anagement has not
completed their wilderness mapping and legd description preparation. In fact, they are a about the
same point as us.
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Roadside Camping

Conmrent: Inventory previously used carmpsites and their conditionsin order to select the appropriate
alternative. Also, many previously used sites are within wilderness.

Response Park staff are currently identifying these areas in their ground truthing of the wilderness
boundaries. Some of the previous roadside camping areas may indeed be impacted by wilderness.
However, they are still open to camping, just not to vehicle access. As these sites are identified, they
will be marked with wilderness signs. Vehides will be dlowed to park on the nonwilderness part of
the spur roads. The park regularly provides updated camping information brochures to communicate
current NPS policy and regulations on backcountry camping

Wilderness Criteria

Comment: Much of the designated wildernessdoes not meet the criteria of wilderness as defined by
the WildernessAct of 1964.

Response The designation of wilderness was a congressiond action and is not aconsideration of this
plan. We believe that the wilderness designated in the preserve meets the criteria of the Wilderness
Act.

L and Protection Plan

Rights of Private Landowners

Comment: The plan should be very specific about the rights of private landownersin the preserve. The
plan should spell out that landowners would be free to develop their lands under county zoning laws
and regulations without the involverment of the Park Service.

Response The proposed action identifies agod of acquisition of nonfederd lands, except for lands in
Lanfar Vdley tha currently have singe family homes, unless they express an interest in sdling or
propose devdopment that is incompatible with park purposes. Section 516(2) of the Cdifornia Desert
Protection Act authorizes the Nationd Park Service to acquire nonfederd lands from owners only with
ther consent, unless the property is being developed or is proposed to be developed in amanner
incompatible with the act. The Land Protection Plan included in gppendix C of the 1998 draft plan
identifies compatible and incompatible land uses. This list recognizes the language in section 516 tha
singe family home construction, modification, repair, improvement, or replacement is not
incompatible. As stated in gppendix C, these lists areincluded only to provide areasonable basis for
determiningwhere, and under what circumstances, the Park Service would seek to acquire nonfederd
lands. They do not constitute aprohibition of such uses. The county generd plan has zoned the
preserve for singe family homes on 40-acre parcds. The park would oppose proposed activity that
does not comply with the county zoning, or is determined to be incompatible with park purposes.
Acquisition of the property would be sought.

Conment: Areindustrial, commercial, and residential uses as authorized by San Bernardino County
Development Code, prior to adoption of the California Desert Protection Act, still permitted in
Mojave National Preserve without obstruction by the National Park Service?

Response No commercid or industrid useis dlowed in the Preserve under County zoning The
county generd plan has zoned the preserve for singe family homes on 40-acre parces. The park
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would oppose any proposed activity tha does not comply with the county zoning, or is determined to
be incompatible with park purposes. In these cases, funds to acquire the property would be sought.
The Nationd Park Service would oppose any change in zoning or variance that would dlow a
development that is incompatible with the purposes of the preserve. This is consistent with our
mandate and with congressiond intent in section 516 of the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act.

Compatible/Incompatible Uses

Conmment: Add the following to the list of inconpatible uses: (1) conmercial irrigated agriculture (2)
golf courses (3) airports/ landing strips for aircraft (4) multifamily residential / vacation hormes (5)
ranching of exotic animals.

Response: Based on severd comments on this section we have modified the list of incompatible uses
in the Land Protection Plan to delete the specific items and instead focus on guiding statements that
provide abasis for looking a arange of activities. This strategy should work for many years,
regardless of new trends or activities not currently anticipated.

L and Acquisition

Comment: Work with Wildlands Conservancy to acquire all land owned by Catellus Corporation.
Develop an aggressive land acquisition programin Cima.

Response The Preserve, in cooperaion with the Wildlands Conservancy, successfully acquired
80,706 acres of the Catdlus lands in June 2000, utilizing a combination of appropriate federd funds
and donated funds. T hree remaining Catdlus parcds totaing about 1,920 acres will be acquired in the
near future. We are working closely with to accomplish this important acquisition. When funds are
available for other land acquisition, properties would be ranked based on severd priorities identified in
the draft plan. Grazinginterests and lands within desert tortoise habitat areincluded amongthetop
criteria, dongwith riparian habitat and wilderness, which would be used to evauate priorities for land
acquisition.

Comment: Plan appearsto limit NPSland acquisition authority to nonfederal owners of property
where proposed uses conflict with the primary mssion of preserving resources. Section 516 of CDPA
allows the NPS to acquire lands without consent of the owner.

Response Thetext has been revised in the proposed action to reflect that Section 516 of the CDPA
provides the NPS authority to acquire lands or interests within the boundary of the Preserve without
the consent of the owner, if tha property is being developed, or is proposed to be developed, in a
manner which is detrimentd to the integity of the Preserve, or which is otherwise incompatible with
the purposes of the Act.

Conmment: The plan appears to limt the CDPA guarantee in section 516 that the NPS will never
determine that the construction, modification, repair, improvement or replacement of single-family
residencesis detrimental to the integrity of the Preserve. This section applies to the entire Preserve,
not just Lanfair Valley.

Response Thetext has been modified in the proposed action to more accuratdy reflect this language.
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Lanfair Valley

Conmrent: The calculations of acreage within MOJAVE NEED to reconsider the inclusion of non-
Catellus private lands in Lanfair Valley. Plan asserts that the acreage of the Preserve in the CDPA
may have excluded private lands in Lanfair Valley. The NPS submitted maps and a legal description
to Congressin 1996. These iterrs already show that non-Catellus lands are outside the boundary. NPS
must either withdraw its legal description or alter the proposal to accurately reflect the legal
description.

Response It isimportant to understand that the CdiforniaDesert Protection Act made no reference to
Lanfar Valey. Therewas alot of discussion of excluding Lanfair Valey from the preserve by
congressiond committees debating the act, but we bdieve it is significant that no statement regarding
Lanfair Vdley was included in the legslation. The NPSrecently submitted aletter to Congress with
our interpretation of Congressiond intent on this metter. We beieve tha two sections of the Cdifornia
Desert Protection Act address congressiond intent regarding private lands in the preserve. Section 519
of the act addresses private lands and the applicability of federa regulations and section 708 addresses
access to private lands and interests in wilderness. These provisions were made part of the law and
must be adhered to in managng the preserve. Our interpretation, as provided to Congress, is tha dl
lands in Lanfair Vdley are within our externad boundary and may be acquired. Private lands, other
than Catdlus, are not part of the Preserve until acquired. If acquired, they automaticaly become part
of the Preserve without Congressiond action. This is not true for lands outside our externd boundary .

The 1998 Draft General Management Plan addresses the park boundary status and land acquisition
strategy in the proposed action. The current description of the park boundary and totd park acreege
indicatetha al thelands in Lanfair Vadley arewithin the larger externd boundary of the preserve. It
aso states tha privae lands may be purchased from willing sellers and if purchased, would
automaticaly become part of the preserve. Therefore, if private lands are acquired and become federa
lands, no boundary modification is needed. However, the park would have to maintain an updated
version of the legd description to reflect the acquisition of private lands.

Conment: What assures inholders in Lanfair Valley that motorized access will be maintained?

Response Section 708 of the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act provides for “ adequate access” to
nonfederd lands and interests which will provided the owner “ reasonable enjoy ment thereof.” See
page 77 of the 1998 draft plan. M otorized access via existing nonwilderness roads is unaffected by this
plan.

Life Estatesand Conservation Easements
Conmrent: Set up proactive programto establish conservation easerments on private land.

Response The vast mgority of privateland in the Preserve is not developed or occupied by the
landowner. Sgtting up life estates for willing sdllers of occupied property is an option the NPSdway's
has available, if the circumstances warrant. Smilarly, acquisition of conservation easements in lieu of
acquiring title to the surface estate is an option that could be utilized.

Coment: Rights-of-way (ROWs) need to be discussed in the plan, including how many are there,
where are they, what are the nature and terns, and are there any in wilderness Don’t grant any new
ROWs while the plan is underway. Elimnate ROWsin wilderness.
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Response The preserveis currently preparing an inventory of its existing rights-of way. The issue was
addressed in the draft plan’ s Land Protection Plan as amgor workload requiring staff and fundingto
adequady research. The GM P has been modified to indlude a summary of theissue and apolicy on
renewadls.

Mineral Development

Abandoned Mine Lands

Comment: The $6 nillion to restore abandoned nines is questionable. Abandoned mines should not be
made astourist attractions.

Response The 1998 DEIS estimate for abandoned mine restoration is only useful for understanding
that M ojave has alot of old mines, and the cost of restoring some, stabilizing some, and making others
safe to explore will be high. Until athorough inventory is completed, and site specific plans for a
particular site are determined, accurate costs cannot be determined.

AccessRoad Maintenance

Conmmment: WI accessto mine sites be affected by the road maintenance restrictions described in the
plan?

Response M ost roads in the preserve received little or no maintenancein the past. The Nationa Park
Service would continue that practice for four whed drive and high clearance backcountry roads.
Offroad drivingis not permitted a any timein the preserve. Any mining access road maintenance, or
driving outside the developed roads on aclam block for officid reclamation operations, must be
addressed in aplan of operations.

Alternatives Not Presented

Comment: The Draft Environmental Inpact Staterrent is silent about regulating cattle and mining. It
provides no alter natives, which violates NEPA.

Response The proposed action of the 1998 draft plan addresses cattle grazing on pages 84-87, and
mining on pages 83 and 100-101. Miningis avdid existing right that cannot be diminated through
planning or zoning. The Nationd Park Service has strong policies and mining regulations in placeto
control resource impacts, and would deny operations where significant effects cannot be mitigated.
Some acquisition of mining clams may be necessary and is anticipated in the draft plan. One
dternativeis presented that proposes a sensitive resource andy sis as ameans of identifying in advance
of proposdas, where miningmay be incompatible with park purposes. Grazing is a privilege that
Congress mandated to continue. We have presented dternatives that range from existing conditions
(dternative two), to managing grazing under NPS standards while seeking to acquire dlotments from
willing sdller ranchers (proposed action). The revised plan dso now includes additiond language in
the proposad regarding grazing in desert tortoise critica habitat. Presenting dternatives for no grazing
and mining would be contrary to our stated purpose in preparing this management plan (see Purpose
and Need section).
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Miscellaneous

Comment: Mineralsshould be discussed under natural resourcesin the“ Affected Environnment”
section.

Response M inegrds are discussed under the land use section in the “ Affected Environment” of the
draft plan. The extent and diversity of minerds and their exploitation are definitdy an important
aspect of the M ojave story. These stories are recognized in the plan’ s purpose and significance
statements and interpretive themes. We believe that management of the minera resourceis dedt with
through the regulation of mining, which is addressed in the plan.

Conmment: Monitoring of water production wells at Castle Mountain (Viceroy Mine) are done monthly
and reported in regular nonthly reports. Monitoring water quality at Piute Spring is unchanged (done
quarterly).

Response It is our understanding that the Bureau of Land M anagement reduced the required
monitoring of Piute Creek by Viceroy Minein the recent expansion gpprovd from quarterly to
biannualy . The park receives copies of their monitoring data

Conmment: What is value of mineral resourcesin preserve, which asa result of the CDPA, will be lost
for the Amrerican public?

Response Our proposd and DEIS gppropriady do not address impacts of Congressiond actions, only
those actions proposed by the agency. However, the Bureau of M ines did complete astudy of the
minerd resources in the preserve. Estimated gross vaues of minerds are addressed in that report. To
state that the minerd resources are lost is incorrect. Known deposits of economic mineras have been
clamed under the M ining Laws of the United States. There are still hundreds of miningcamsinthe
preserve that may be developed under NPS regulations and the provisions of the Miningin the Parks
Act of 1976. Even if aminerd deposit is not immediatdy mined, the resource remains in the ground
for potentid future use by the United States in times of need.

Mining Allowed Under CDPA

Conmrent: The California Desert Protection Act contermplates that mining continue in the East
Mojave.

Response Section 507 of the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act withdrew the Preserve from dl forms of
entry, gopropriation or disposd under the public land laws; from location, entry and paent under the
U.S mining laws; and from disposition under al laws pertaining to mineral and geotherma leasing
and minerd materids. Section 508 subjects dl vaid existing rights to NPS regulation and restricted
patents issued after October 1994 to the subsurface estete. Findly, Section 509 prohibits the gpprovd
of any plan of operation for minera development activity until vdidity is established, and directs that
recommendations be submitted to Congress on the estimated acquisition costs of vaid clams. This
does not necessarily imply that Congress contemplated a continuation of mining. M ining may be
dlowed, subject to NPS regulations, but cdlaims may aso be acquired, both of which are contemplated
in our proposd.
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Regulations

Conment: The National Park Service has not done any real regulation on active nmines. Cima Cinder
isa sad exanple of pretending to regulate when there are no NPS docunrents of any NPS official
regulation of this operation.

Response It is unfortunate that thereis quite abit of misinformation about mining in the preserve. The
red facts about mininginclude: There are no current active operations. The most recently active mine
inherited from the BLM was agold operaion on SodaLake. It has been determined to beinvdid and
the buildings and equipment have been removed from the site. Cima Cinder, which was only removing
stockpiled materid, is now shut down until their plan of operation andysis is complete. The only
activity in the pit since 1994 was to reduce the unstable highwal for safety reasons. No activity has
occurred outside of the areathat has been disturbed for many years. This mining operation has dso
existed since 1949, wdl before the nationd landmark designation. Those facts aside, we are concerned
about the destruction of this cinder cone and have been offeringto acquire the property from the
owners. Those eforts have not, to date, been successful. The miner has acomplete plan of operations
under NPSregulations in our office for review, which is undergoing an impact andysis.

Some of the things we have done relative to management of mineral development activity since
assuming administration of the areain late 1994 include:

We made management of minerd activities one of our highest priorities for funding and were
successful in obtaining money to manage the program. We now have three staff dedicated full-
time to mining, one position advertised, and severd other support staff that work on mining
compliance, contamination issues and datainput as needed.

The pak, with assistance from our Denver office, obtained mining clam databases and files from
the Bureau of Land M anagement and have determined the status and goproximate locations of
administratively active dams. The number of these clams has dropped from initid estimates of
9,000 down to just over 800.

The superintendent negotiated the successful donation of the 94 acres of paented dams a the
Vulcan Mine

Patent exams have been completed on 50 daims. Vdidity exams have been completed on 30
clams and 57 clams are currently undergoing validity examination.

We have reviewed and commented on deficiencies on 6 plans of operations, including a 2,000
paged plan submitted for anew open pit gold mine.

We have taken action to force the cleanup of dangerous chemicas abandoned & one mine, and
have completed contracted studies of contamination a severd other mine sites, resultingin
cleanup actions or recommendations.

We have dedicated thousands of staff hours to particpate activey in the M olycorp spill incident
and continue to be involved in ther proposed mine expansion review.

We haveinitiated a detailed abandoned mine land inventory and are dedicated to continuing this
process. We dso hope to obtain fundingin FY 2001 to begn some restoration and abandoned
mine safing efforts.
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Thisis only apartid list of our very active and aggressive mining program accomplishments.

Coment: The plan inadequately considers mining. The National Park Service should conduct validity
exarrs according to requirements of General Mining Law of 1872. Validity should be conducted at the
expense of the claimholder.

Response Vdidity examinations are actively being conducted in accordance with the law, policies,
and court decisions tha have specified the process. The preserve currently has two vdidity examiners
on staff. Federa law requires vaidity exams be conducted by the certified minerad examiners and the
cost burden is currently on the agency, not the clamant. The dlamant is required to provide access to
and samples of the discovery on acdam. Reopening acaved-in adit to access avein would be the
responsibility of the damant. Theimpact of amining operation on the preserve has no rdaionship to
its vdidity, except for the consideration of the cost of reclamation requirements in the economic
viability andysis in the vdidity exam. If adam is found to be invdid, an action is taken immediatdy
to invdidate the clams. However, because of apped rights, the find outcome of these exams can take
many years.

Mining in Wilderness

Comment: Management steps should be identified that closely follow NPS policy related to nmining in
wildernessareas and gtrictly minimze use of nmotorized and mechanized methods in wilderness areas
by either NPSstaff or other parties.

Response M ining operations that meet dl the vaidity and NPS plan of operations requirements could
be considered in wilderness. These operations would be evauaed in an environmenta assessment or
impact statement and public review solicited. If the operation would result in significant impacts on
resources, including wilderness, it would not be gpproved. See the wilderness section of these
comments, and the revised plan for updates to the language concerning motorized access to
wilderness.

Reclamation

Conmment: Mineral policy needs further thought and development. Existing NPS regulations have not
always been carefully applied to make it clear to minersthat full and conplete reclamation will be
required. Bonds should be required to cover all possible reclamation costs plus a contingency.

Response: NPS regulations and management policies dready provide the necessary guidelines for
managing mineral development activity. Applying these regulations and policies consistently and
gopropriady is up to the staff charged with that responsibility . NPS regulations specify how the bond
amount is to be caculated.

Senditive Resource Analysis

Conmment: Determine areas of the park that are nost vulnerable to the destructive inpacts of mning
and then design appropriate regulatory and acquisition strategies. Some stepsin alternative 3 should
be incorporated into alternative 1.

Response Alternative 3 outlines a sensitive resource andy sis process for mineral development
activities as you suggest. This is a separate dternative from the proposed action, but this component of
dternative three could be sdected in the record of decision and made apart of the proposd.
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Cooperative Agreement

Comment: The“ Roadsand Circulation” section indicates the need to conplete the agreement for
maintenance of borrow sites with the county within the preserve. The agreement should be included in
final plan.

Response The overdl management direction for roads should be established in the generd
management plan (GM P) to provide generd direction for an agreement. The Nationa Park Service
would then renitiate communications with the county to complete the draft agreement after the GM P
is findized. Induding agreements that sunset sooner than thefifteen year life of the GM P would result
in confusion laer.

Grazing

Acquired Lands AUMs

Conmment: Ranchers continue to lease lands fromthe state, the railroad, etc. When land was acquired
by the Bureau of Land Management, AUMs were transferred and added to leases. Thisis part of their
authorized level.

Response The NPS policy on acquired lands would be to continueto alow cettle to graze on them,
however, the maximum grazing use levels established in the General Management Plan would not be
increased. The park would not require the rancher to fence these lands tha are effectively surrounded
by an active dlotment. Regulations a 4110.1-1 cited in the comment are gpplicable only to the BLM
portion of grazing dlotments.

Allotment Existing Conditions

Comment: Since the plan does not describe the conditions that would govern grazing, it cannot
possibly analyze the impact on the affected environment, or contrast the inpacts with alternative
conditions.

Response The conditions that the Nationa Park Service would impose when issuing the new permits
areinduded in the plan in gopendix G in volume 1. In addition, any new conditions tha the U.S Fish
and Wildlife imposes in the find biological opinion on this plan would dso be atached as permit
stipulations. Existing range conditions have been added to the affected environment table of grazing
dlotments. An inventory of ranching developments is currently underway and will be included in the
grazing management plan.

Grazing in Desert Tortoise Habitat

Comment: Thereisawider range of grazing alternatives, fromthe recommendation of the desert
tortoise recovery plan, to elimnating grazing in desert tortoise critical habitat, to modificationsin
location, cattle nunbers, and season.

Response The plan does consider grazing as it rdaes to other preserve resources. The proposed
action has dso been modified to ded with grazingin desert tortoise habitat. These modifications have
been developed in consultation with USGStortoise biologsts, BLM, and our Advisory Commission.
Grazingwould not be dlowed in derogetion of other park resources or vaues. The superintendent has
the discretion to lower grazing levels as necessary to respond to resource conditions. The potentid for

COMMENTSAND RESPONSESON THE 1998 DRAFT 85
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND GENERAL M ANAGEMENT PLAN



the Nationa Park Sarviceto impose restrictions or lower leves of usewas dearly anticipated by
Congess in the legslative history documenting the debate over whether to dlow grazing However,
the National Park Service bdieves this should be done through athorough examination of the resource
issues and conditions on each permit. The proposed action in the draft plan provides for development
of agrazing management plan, for permits not acquired by third parties and donated, that would
establish resource protection guiddines compatible with NPS laws and regulations. Thetext in this
document has aso been darified to indicate that the superintendent could impose grazing restrictions
based on resource concerns, visitor safety, or wilderness vaues. The proposed action limits grazing to
no more current levels. The park has hired agrazing position and we are undertaking an examination
of the ranching practices, impacts, and range condition. We are inventorying ranching developments,
and reviewing BLM range condition assessments and alotment management plans. We are dso
gethering information on unique plant assemblages and sensitive species in order to know if grazing
restrictions spatidly or seasondly are warranted. The plan does not ignore the Desart Tortoise
Recovery Plan, but hopes to baance tha plan’ s recommendations with congressional mandates tha
gopear to bein conflict.

Conmment: Grazing must be discontinued because it is likely to adversely nodify desert tortoise habitat
and thus jeopardize continued existence of desert tortoise. The plan provides no proactive measuresto
mitigate the effects of grazing on desert tortoise habitat.

Response Despite continued cattle grazing for over 130 years, and military maneuvers of Generd
Paton’ stroopsin theareg Dr. Kristin Berry still refers to the Goff” s population of tortoise as the

“ gold standard” for the M ojave Desert. It is considered one of the hedthiest in its range. The lvanpah
Vdley tortoise population has aso been subjected to continued grazing for over ahundred years,
mostly & much higher levels than currently. M onitoring of that population indicates it is stable. Thisis
not to say we are not concerned about grazing impacts on the tortoise, and the desert habitat in generd.
We are very concerned about potentid effects and believe that the situation warrants close monitoring
and additiond research. However, the Bureau of Land M anagement’ s range studies, and our own
recent investigations seemto indicate the range is in good condition. We are faced with baancing a
grazing mandate from Congress, with arecommendation from the recovery plan. We are proposing
many activities (many have dready been implemented) to reduce or eiminate impacts on the desert
tortoise. The preserve will work agyessively to diminate impacts on the desert tortoise, as we have
dready demonstrated by taking immediate action to remove 2,200 unmanaged ferd burros. The
Nationa Park Serviceis working diligently to expedite conservation group grazing dlotment buy outs.
Two permits, totding over 5,000 AUM s (15% of thetotd) have now been retired, with the recent
donation and retirement of the Granite M ountains dlotment (4,716 AUM s).

Comment: Instead of nmoving grazing activities off of areas designated as desert tortoise critical
habitat, livestock should be conpletely elimnated fromall of the preserve (air pollution, soil
comrpaction, and damage to vegetation).

Response: Congress debated the grazing issue extensively prior to passage of the Cdifornia Desert
Protection Act. They decided in the end to mandate that grazing “ shal continue,” and that is the lav
the President signed. An dternative that simply cancds grazing permits outright could not be
implemented and would not achieve our stated gods in the Purpose and Need section. The Nationa
Park Service beieves that the proposed action is the most expeditious way of removing grazing from
the preserve and one that would be supported by our congressiond deleggtion. Sill, some ranchers
may not be willing sdllers. Therefore, the park must develop a grazing management plan that addresses
the protection of sensitive park resources for permits, if any, tha reman after threeyears.
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Acquisition of Base Property

Conmrent: The law is clear - grazing continues subj ect to applicable laws including the Endangered
Soecies Act. Your plan should be to phase out all grazing. Your mandate provides for eliminating
grazing by purchasing the base property. Rather than wait for a willing seller, the Park Service should
informa rancher of itsinterest in purchasing property.

Response Our proposed action is structured as suggested, that is to phase out of grazing by working
with third party conservation groups to acquire ranches and retire them permanently . Ranchers are
aware of the preserve's acquisition intention. The mgority of ranchers have expressed adesire to sell
ther dlotments and we have been pursuing conservation group buyouts. Potentid dedls between
ranchers and privae parties to retire over 70% of grazing lands were made in 1998, but never
completed because dlotments are dso on BLM lands. Once the buy ers discovered that the Bureau of
Land M anagement would not retire those lands a that time they withdrew ther offer. The BLM
cannot retire these lands as esasily as the Nationa Park Service. The Park Serviceis workingwith the
BLM so tha grazing within the preserve can be retired.

Conment: Solicit Land and Water Conservation Fund money from Congress first before actively
negotiating land purchases. Solicit private funding in advance to purchase allotents.

Response We have dready initiated arequest for Land and Water Conservation Fund money from
Congress in order to begn an acquisition program. Five million in LWCF funding was provided in
FY2000 for Catdlus acquisitions, and another $900,000 is identified in the FY2001 budget request.
The Nationd Park Service cannot purchase agrazing permit, only the base property assodaed with it.
The park would need the assistance of third party private fundingin order to present an offer thet is
close to market vauefor the permit. Acquisition usingthird party funds appearsto beavery vidble
and agreegble solution to dimination of most grazing in desert tortoise critica habitat. This gpproach
provides aworkable solution without cregting a politica firestorm or inviting litigetion. After al,
nothing has changed since the Congress debated this issue when considering the Cdifornia Desert
Protection Act, and still opted to mandate grazingin the preserve.

Grazing L eases/Conditions

Conmment: If a grazing leaseholder elects not to exercise his lease, then that lease should be issued to
another rancher.

Response Alternative 2 addresses the scenario where the leasing of grazing lands would continue.
Whilethe Cdifornia Desert Protection Act provides for the continuation of grazing, it dso directs the
Secretary of Interior to make acquisition a priority as compared to other lands, if the permittee
indicates awillingness to sell. Nothingin the act, or the legslative history, would indicate
Congessiond direction was to maintan grazing in perpetuity.

Conment: If ranchers have water rights, they also have grazing rights. Grazing rights are property
rights, valid existing rights. The Park Service attenyt to take away rights or reduce AUMswould be a
5th armmendment “ takings.”

Response Thisis not so. Grazing on preserve land is arevocable privilege, not aright. Even Congress
acknowledges that grazingis a privilege in the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act, Section 510 (8). Court
decisions and regulations gpplicableto BLM and Forest Service grazing leases are not applicableto
NPS permits. Congress specificdly acknowledged in the debate on the Cdifornia Desert Protection

COMMENTSAND RESPONSESON THE 1998 DRAFT 87
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND GENERAL M ANAGEMENT PLAN



Act tha the Nationa Park Service would have the full authority to reduce anima unit months
(AUMs).

Conmmrent: Lease termshould be ten years. Wi 10-year renewable leases be issued after the General
Management Plan is conpleted?

Response NPS policy and regulations for specid use permits limits the terms to a maximum of five
years, and must be revocable. The NPSbdieves that issuance of permits for oneyear provides the
most flexibility to address issues that arise.

Comment: Grazing is allowed under interimpermitsissued in 1995, which allows for the same level of
grazing asin former BLM plans. The plan does not describe new permit conditions (appropriate use
and restrictions) when issuing new permits. How can impacts of this action be determined? This
requiresNEPA analysis.

Response A copy of the* Spedid Use Permits with Terms and Conditions for Grazing’ is induded as
an gppendix G in volume 1. Interim grazing permits were issued by the preserve as a continuation of
pre-existing federd permits issued with gopropriate environmenta compliance by the Bureau of Land
M anagement. The issuance of new permits would be covered by the impact andysis on this revised
draft plan. Existing permits would be renewed under the GM P guidance until such time as amore
detaled grazing management plan is in place. Permit stipulations would be derived initidly through
this planning effort, indluding conditions that may beimposed by the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service in
issuing a biologcd opinion on the FEIS The genera management plan is intended to only set broad
direction for the preserve's grazing management program. Detailed operationa guidelines would be
outlined in the yet to be prepared grazing management plan, which will require additional NEPA
compliance and public input. Therefore, permits will be subject to severd rounds of NEPA andysis
over severd years, becoming increasing more detalled, but aso deding with fewer permits as third
party buyouts occur.

Community Based Team

Comment: Explain in more detail what role the community-based management teamwill perform
Establishing this teamwill violate the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

Response The concept was derived from the successful use of similar discussion groups in other
western states, and described by Dan Dagett in “ Beyond Rangdand Conflict: How the West was
Won.” The group would not be formed by the Nationd Park Service, but rather by the rancher and
other stakeholders. The concept is for a“ community-based” group that meets to exchange information
and points of view on grazing activities. It isaway for interested organizations and individuas to
express their concerns directly to the rancher, and for dl parties involved to learn more about each
other’ s point of view. It was envisioned that the park would particpateto learn. The group does not
make decisions, only the Park Service does. However, the concept has received virtudly no support
and has been diminated from the proposed action.

Grazing Management Plans

Comment: Indicate how NPSdeveloped grazing plans nmight differ or change fromthe present
patterns.

Response The NPS grazing management plan would be one plan for the entire preserveinstead of a
plan for each dlotment. Emphasis would be on the NPS mission of preservation and protection of
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resources and reducing impacts on park resources, particularly to the desert tortoise. Resource
protection would be given priority over grazing activities. Grazingmay be excluded from some aress
if needed to protect sensitive resources.

Conmment: Include alternatives under which the numbers (AUMS), times, and areas open to grazing
are altered fromhow they are presently managed.

Response Sufficient information is not yet available on which to base decisions regarding these
specific management details. NPS generd management plans represent thefirst phase of tiered
planning for parks and provide the overal management framework under which other more detailed
plans are developed. The NPS planning process involves severd levels of planningthat become
increasingy more detalled and complementary by agreeingfirst on why the preserve was established
and what resource conditions and visitor experiences should exist there, and then by becoming
increasingdy focused on how those conditions should be achieved. Decisions aout site-specific
actions are deferred to implementation planning when more detalled site-specific andy sis would be
done. A grazing management plan is the more gppropriae planning document for dedling with these
specific detalls.

Ephemeral Use

Conment: The current grazing level needs to include ephemeral use. The Piute allotment is
epheneral, so why does the draft plan state that it is zero?

Response Therevised plan states that additiond cattle grazing aove the perennid AUM s, using an
ephemerd authorization, would not be considered. Research regarding competition between cattle and
desert tortoise for ephemera forage would suggest that increasing cattle grazing would be detrimenta
to thetortoise The Piute dlotment is gphemerd only. Thetablein the proposed action lists only
perennid AUM s. Thetext has been revised to darify this situation.

Fees

Comment: Set grazing fees at a level which will fully conpensate the Park Service for its managenent
of grazing on NPS lands, and allow sufficient funds to take necessary actions to mnimze or correct
environmental problens.

Response The grazing management plan would evaduate gppropriae future grazing fees. NPS Soecid
Use Permit guidelines require that the full cost of issuing the permit be charged. This does not include
full management of the grazing program. The grazing management plan would aso specificaly
evduate gazing activities and practices, and would prescribe specific mitigation measures to
minimize its impacts upon the preserve s lands.

Conmment: Grazing should be maintained at current levels. Adopt the same fee formula as the Bureau
of Land Management. Mojave should not have the right to set grazing fees. Only Congress should set
feesusing formulas used in the past or develop a new one in the future on public land.

Response The Nationa Park Service does have the authority to establish grazing fees, set use levels,
and impose restrictions to protect resources. Grazing fees will remain as prescribed by the Bureau of
Land M anagement until the preparation and gpprovd of the preserve's grazing management plan. That
plan would consider NPS costs of program administration and fair market vaue of similar range in
determining grazing fees. T he grazing management plan would evauate grazing fees and appropriate
fees will be established in compliance with NPS Specid Use Permit guidelines. This plan would dso
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specificdly evauate grazing activities and practices, and would prescribe specific mitigation measures
to minimize its impacts upon the preserve s lands.

Comment: One half of the grazing fees collected were returned to the allotent for range
improvements at the time the California Desert Protection Act was passed.

Response The practice of collecting fees for grazing on public lands and returning the fees to the
rancher for building fences and water improvements is not the direction proposed by the NPS The
preserve would consider using some or dl of the grazing fees for projects that benefit preserve
resources and to offset theimpacts of grazing If arancher proposes aproject and can adequately
demonstratethat the project would protect park resources, use of grazing fees may be considered.

Range Developments

Comment: Alternative 3' sprovision for “ limited new range developrrents might be permitted and
replaced when necessary” seerrs to violate the Endangered Species Act.

Response The plan has been modified to darify that this option would be considered when it is to the
benefit of the park resources.

Impacts

Comment: The plan fails to enumerate the relative nunmber and inpact of cattle and deer as conpared
with burros, or to address how nmuch of the alleged damage is caused by each species.

Response The environmentad consegquences section adequately discusses impacts from cattle on
vegetation, wildlife, soils, and water. Other than the desert tortoise, there is no documentation from the
Bureau of Land M anagement or the CdiforniaDepartment of Fish and Game of wildlife/cattle

“ conflicts.” There are no known deer population records for the preserve. However, based on the few
animds killed each year (CDF&G hunting records) and staff observations over the last five years, this
daaimplies avery smdl population is existing within the preserve. The draft plan addresses in a lesst
two places, the proposed action and the affected environment, tha there are over 30,000 animad unit
months (AUM s) authorized for cattle grazing within the preserve. An AUM s defined on page 166 of
the 1998 draft plan as one cow and one cdf grazing for one month. This is about 3,100 cows and
caves.

Water Rights

Comment: Water rights are often tied to grazing lease improverments. Eliminating grazing fromthe
preserve would affect portions of leases outside the preserve by cutting off those water rights.

Response Acquisition of grazing permits would be a negotiated ded between the rancher and
conservation groups or the Nationa Park Service. The rancher would have to negotiate retention of
water rights during negotiations, if not selingthe portion outside the preserve.
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OTHER TOPICS

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Adequacy/L egal Sufficiency

Conmment: The Environmental Protection Agency assigned a rating of “ LO” (lack of objections) to the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and commends the National Park Servicefor its commitment to
preserve and protect surface and groundwater resources and commitment to inplement the desert
tortoise recovery plan.

Response: Comment noted.

Comment: The range of alternativesistoo narrow to meet requirements of NEPA regulations.
Description and analysis of the three alternatives do not offer sufficient detail to allow a conplete
comparison, and appear too weak to achieve their stated purpose. Additional actionsto better
enhance and protect fish, wildlife, and plant resources on Mojave, and meet National Park Service
policy and congressional intent should be included as alternatives. The plan does not conmply with
section 512 of California Desert Protection Actcalling for a“ conmprehensive” plan.

Response Extensive public meetings, interagency coordination, and numerous meetings with the

M ojave Advisory Commission yieded the dternatives presented in the draft plan. The stated planning
objective throughout the scoping and dternative development phases was to develop agenerd
management plan for M ojave Nationd Preservetha met theintent of Congress, was consistent with
agency policy and guiddines for generd management plan content and scope, and was implementable.
This god is stated in the Purpose and Nead section. It was not the intent to craft an array of
management dternatives that violate congressiond intent and required legislation before they could be
implemented. M andates from the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act, existing laws, palicies, and
regulations effectively restrict the range of dternatives with this objective in mind. The planningteam
aso explored the traditiona theme dternative gpproach (i.e. visitor use emphasis, resource protection
emphasis, etc.) and decided that approach was not consistent with public input received during
scoping Therefore, we believe the range of dternatives is gppropriate gven these considerations. In
addition, the Environmentd Protection Agency, the federd agency responsible for overseeing NEPA
reviewed the draft plan and had no objections to the plan and commended the Park Service for
developing aquality management plan for the preserve.

We bdievetha the 63 pages of text in the 1998 draft plan devoted to describing the proposed action
and the two dternatives is of sufficient detail to accomplish the stated planning objectives and address
the range of issues for the management of the preserve for the first tier planning document. However,
considerable additiond detail has been added in the revised dreft plan. Alternative threeis brief
because it is the same as dternative one, except for stated differences. Thefull text of dternative one
is not repested where it does not differ from the proposd.

NPS generd management plans represent the first phase of tiered planning for parks and provide the
overdl management framework under which other more detailed plans are developed. The NPS
planning process involves severd leves of planning that become increasingy more detailed and
complementary by agreeingfirst on why the preserve was established and what resource conditions
and visitor experiences should exist there, and then by becoming incressingdy focused on how those
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conditions should be achieved. Decisions about site-specific actions are deferred to implementation
planning when more detailed site-specific anaysis would be done.

Affected Environment and Impact Analysis Sections

Comment: The* Affected Environment” and “ Environmental Consequences’ sections of the Draft
Environmental Inpact Statement are weak and lack information and docurmentation for several
conclusionsdrawn. The* Environmental Consequences’ section does not contain scientific analysis
sufficient for conparing alternatives.

Response Considerable new information has been added to the* Affected Environment” and

“ Environmentd Consequences” sections. We believe that the level of detal in the Affected
Environment” and the* Environmenta Conseguences” sections is commensurate with the broad-scade
decisions of this plan. Accordingto the regulations and NPS guiddines, the affected environment
section of an environmentd impact statement is intended only to gve the reeder a generd
understanding of the environment that may experienceimpact if the proposd or dternaives are
implemented. This section is not intended to be a complete description of the environment of M ojave
Nationa Preserve Datain this section should be commensurate with the importance of the impact.
Daain the affected environment section is dso supplemented, as directed by regulations, by appendix
materia and references. Appendixes included are those that were deemed rdevant to the andysis. For
instance, the draft plan includes lists of private lands, mining clams, water rights, and species of
specid concern in gopendixes. It aso references numerous other published sources and incorporaes
by reference aseparate andysis of socioeconomic conditions.

Theimpact section is structured once again to build upon differences between the existing
management and proposed dternatives. The discussion in dternative 2 identifies the mgor effects of
continuing existing management. Therefore, the discussion focuses on the mgor impact topics and
builds from the existing management strategy by identifying differences between the proposed
dternatives and the no-action dternaive. Theimpact section is aso supported by a socioeconomic
andy sis done under contract and incorporated by reference.

Conment: Appendixes should be included which substantiate any analysis.

Response Datain the afected environment section is dso supplemented, as directed by regulaions,
by appendix materid and references. Appendixes included are those that were deemed rdlevant to the
andysis. For instance, the draft plan includes lists of private lands, mining daims, waer rights, and
species of specid concern in gppendixes. It dso references numerous other published sources and
incorporates by reference aseparae anaysis of socioeconomic conditions.

Conmment: No mitigation measures are offered to offset any negative inpacts associated with
inplementing the proposed plan.

Response NEPA regulaions cdl for measures to mitigate adverse impacts, if not adequately covered
by the proposed action or alternatives (40 CFR 1502.16(h)). The Draft Environmental Inpact
Staterrent covers alegslative change in managing agencies for existing federd lands and their
subsequent actions. The proposed action ty picaly protects and enhances the resources over the
existing management dternative. The proposed dternative is essentidly mitigetion for the existing
management dternative. M any of the actions proposed would mitigate adverse impacts currently
occurring.

92 MoJAVE NATIONAL PRESERVE



Alternatives

Conment: Docuent does not present any new conrplete plan other than to declare continuance of an
existing practice with some nodifications. Where are the “ declared themes’ for the different
alternative?

Response The theme gpproach to dternaives was explored and rgjected. Such an goproach ty picdly
creates public voting on dternatives based on titles and often creates an array of unredlistic
expectations. In this plan wefdt it would be better to present dternatives without titles tha are
composed of dements that could be considered against each other. This gpproach cregtes an array of
dternative choices for issues where public input suggested it was needed, but does not create
unnecessary and unredlistic choices where no issues exist. Therefore, if through the consideration of
public input, agency mission, and legd requirements, it is decided that some component of dternative
2 or 3is preferred over what was in the proposed action, the find plan sdected in the record of
decision could conceivably consist of dements from dl three dternatives. The emphasis was on
creating feasible dternatives for each aspect of park management where the situation warranted. Some
issues require only apolicy direction (eg night sky). Some issues had only two dternatives that were
goparent. Other issues had three dternatives. By combiningthe preferred dternative of each issue, we
developed a proposed management gpproach. Existing management was the current management
goproach, which for some issues was nothing. The third dternative was a combination of those issues
where another choice was gpparent and the same as proposed action for the other issues. This gpproach
focuses the dternatives on the issues raised during scoping and cregtes the opportunity to creft afind
plan that is composed of aspects of any dternaive.

Comment: The plan fails to identify the environmentally preferred alternative.

Response The Council on Environmentd Qudity (CEQ) and NPS guidelines on implementing NEPA
sugogest that the preferred dternative may be identified in the draft plan, but if the agency has no
preferred dternaive @ that timeit does not haveto be identified. It does haveto be identified in the
find environmentd impact statement. The draft plan did identify the agency proposed action, but that
does not necessarily represent the preferred dternative. CEQ requires that the* environmentaly”
preferred dternative be identified in the record of decision.

Consultation and Coordination

Comment: The California Departrrent of Fish and Gare has not had an adequate opportunity to fully
coordinate with the National Park Service on the management of Mojave for the conservation of
biological resources. The intent of the California Desert Protection Act is that the state retain
jurisdiction for fish and wildlife resources on Mojave lands. The plan should include close
coordination with the California Departrment of Fish and Garre.

Response The park met and consulted with the Cdifornia Department of Fish & Game numerous
times regarding the proposds presented in this document. For example:

aCDF&G employee sits on the M ojave Nationa Preserve Advisory Commission which has held
numerous meetings during the development of the draft plan;

the preserve s superintendent met with the acting CDF& G Regond Director on severd occasions
a her Long Beach office and with asenior biologst in Bishop;
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the acting CDF& G Regona Director was amember of the interagency Desert M anagers Group (a
forum where park planning has been atypicd item of discussion);

the CDF&G was invited in writing to participate as a cooperating agency in the planning process
that resulted in this document, but the team received no response;

the CDF&G was invited to over 30 public meetings;

CDF&G employees and M ojave staff and management have had joint visits to five of the six big
game guzzlers.

M ojave staff have joined the CDF&G on their annud bighorn sheep census.

The preserve maintains an open door policy and encourages discussions with CDF&G regarding
preserve resource planning. Congress provided roles for both the Nationd Park Service and CDF&G
in wildlife management.

Future Planning

Additional Plans

Conmment: The 14 activity planning efforts should be developed and presented as part of the plan, not
left for the future. By not guaranteeing any public comment involverrent, the National Park Serviceis
circumventing the legal process required by FLPMA.

Response Thelist of future planning needs in the draft plan has been updated to include priorities and
some additiond plans. NPS planning policy directs the park to prepare certain of these plans. Priorities
are often driven by the most compéling need and funding Severd of the identified plans have dready
been initiated, such as the resource management plan, fire management plan, wilderness management
plan and development concept plans for Hole-in-the-Wall and Soda Springs (Zzyzx). M ost of these
plans dso involve preparation of an accompanying environmenta document that will provide for
public review and input. FLPM A isthe BLM s enabling legislation and not applicable to the NPS

Conment: Increase in staffing from 36 to 92, without citing what they would do & what they would
contribute to both administration and improved management leaves the plan inconplete--thisis a
significant cost along w/ $22 nillion.

Response This is agenerd planning document tha provides aframework for management of the
preservefor the next 15 years. Soedific positions and funding for resource management issues are
provided in project statements prepared as acomponent of the resource management plan. Only when
the details of aresource project are spelled out can funding and staff needs be accurately projected.
The positions and dollars identified on page 88 of the 1998 draft plan are gpproximations based on full
implementation of everythingidentified in the proposed action. To bresk this down by type of position
and activities would cregte unredistic expectations. The purpose of this section is only to providethe
public and NPS management with an goproximetion of the impact of full implementation of the
generd management plan over its 15-year life.
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Backcountry/Wilderness Plan

Conment: The National Park Service should enphasize education rather than permits or quotas.
Convplete a detailed wilderness management plan, subject to public review, and includeitin a
reworked plan.

Response The preserveis currently preparing a separate backcountry /wilderness management plan.
That plan will include public review.

Inventory and Monitoring Plan/Resource Management Plan

Conmrent: If the resource management plan and the inventorying and monitoring plan have general
guidelines that acconmplish the requirements of ecosystemhabitat inventorying and monitoring, then
include themin this plan.

Response The Resource M anagement Plan (RM P) was drafted in 1998 and is currently undergoing
internd review. The RM P provides asummary of the known resource data, summarizes the resource
issues and ranks them as to funding priority. This list is updaed every year. Detdled project
statements are aso prepared for the highest priority projects. Snce this document is not a decision
making document it is usualy not accompanied by an impact andysis. It is apublic document though
and is available upon request. No inventory and monitoring strategy has been developed. Clearly some
resource issues have surfaced as highest priority, including desert tortoise populations and hedth
status, range conditions, and water. However, devedopment of a coordinated, comprehensive inventory
and monitoring program would take additiond research, meetings, and discussion with experts and
interested public in order to formulate alogca and well thought out program. We are fortunate to
have other parks leadingthe way (such as Lake M ead and Organ Pipe) that will provide good
examples and guidance.

Strategic Plans
Conmment: What do strategies and resource management plans consist of ?

Response See response above regarding resource management plans. Srategc Plans are required of
every pak unit by the Government Results and Performance Act. These plans identify park long-term
and annud goas and set specific performance targets for achieving those gods. These park plans are
built as subcomponents to the four primary gods of the Nationa Park Service strategic plan. This plan
is available upon request.

Future Road Closuresand Camping Restrictions

Comment: Have an effective public notification and public hearing procedure on any plansto close
roads and/or restrict dispersed canping outside designated wilderness.

Response The process used to deveop this plan serves as initid public notice of proposed
management & M ojave Nationd Preserve. Extensive public meetings, interagency coordination, and
numerous megtings with the M ojave Advisory Commission yidded the dternatives presented in the
draft plan. No road dosures are specificaly proposed, but some camping changes are included. Any
future management changes would aso be accomplished through a site-specific planning effort,
including an impact andysis document. The Nationa Park Service has extensive regulations, policies,
and guiddines to guide planning and public involvement in the NEPA process.
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General Management Plan

Plan Detail

Comment: The level of detail for Kelso Depot is inconsistent with rest of plan. The plan is not detailed
and conprehensive and barely addresses historical and cultural sites except Kelso Depot.

Response: In regard to the leved of detal for Keso Depot, aconscious decision was made to complete
the necessary preiminary planningin this General Managenment Plan to dlow the rehabilitation of the
depot for use as avisitor center to be fast-tracked. The detals are unusual for a general management
plan. However, because of the specific direction of the Cdifornia Desert Protection Act to look at the
depot for use as afadility for interpretive, educationd and scientific programs for visitors, such detals
were necessary . It is dso important for the park to have a centrd facility for visitor contact as soon as
possible. The culturd resource section in the draft plan provides adetaled and comprehensive strategy
for inventorying, monitoring research, evauation and nomination of culturd properties sufficient for
the GM P framework. The detals provided appear to be more than sufficient to guide the future
management and development of the culturd resource component of the resource management plan.
Regarding cultura resources management activities, our resource staff has undertaken severd
activities designed to gether existing data, organize it into databases and GISlayers, and document
severd important structures and sites for potentid nomination to the Nationa Regster of Historic
Places. These are extremely important steps that must be undertaken before any comprehensive and
detailed management program can be redlisticaly presented.

Funding and Staffing

Coment: The plan is deficient in disclosing the types of positions, and activities to be performed, by
the proposed 56 staff menbers.

Response This is agenerd planning document tha provides aframework for management of the
preservefor the next 15 years. Yoedific positions and funding for resource management issues are
provided in project statements prepared as acomponent of the resource management plan. Only when
the details of aresource project are speled out can funding and staff needs be accurately projected.
The positions and dollars identified in the draft plan are goproximations based on full implementation
of everythingidentified in the proposed action. To bresk this down by type of position and activities
would cregte unredistic expectations. The purpose of this section is only to provide the public and
NPS management with an gpproximation of the impact of full implementation of the genera
management plan over its 15-year life.

Zoning

Comment: A section should be included in the General Management Plan that details the zoning
process in Mojave along with a supplementary map of the park showing these zone boundaries The
National Park Service should limit the development zone to the minimumarea necessary to sustain
visitor enjoyment of the preserve.

Response The use of management zones by the Nationd Park Serviceis changng. The new NPS
planning guidelines provide a more flexible gpproach than previous policies dlowed. In M ojave we
see no vaue added to the generd management plan by using management zones. The preserveis
dready subdivided into different management areas which are generdly described on pages 28-31 of
the 1998 draft plan under desired future conditions. These management aress, including wilderness,
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nonwilderness, desert tortoise critica habitat, developed roads and visitor fadilities, historic
preservation aress, ec. are identified on various maps provided in the draft plan and supplement.

Miscellaneous
Conment: Develop a cooperative agreement with ranches to provide a dude ranch experience.

Response This concept is one that could be considered in the comprehensive interpretive planning
effort that is currently underway . It is dso an endeavor that could be undertaken by private enterprise
on nonfederd lands and may be viewed as compatible development.

Conmment: Mojave National Preserve doesn't qualify as an NPSunit. The NPS director opposed the
legidation. There should be a fourth alternative to return Mojave back to the Bureau of Land
Management

Response M ojave Nationa Preserve qudifies as aunit of the nationd park system by virtue of the
fact that Congress passed legslation and the President signed the legslation. Political gppointees often
oppose legslation with direction from ther superiors. The BLM planning staff that prepared the
California Desert Conservation Plan in the late 1970s recommended the area qudified for park status.
However, apalitica gppointee ultimately removed this recommendation.

Commrent: Planning should be dynamic process.

Response: We absolutely agree that planningis a dy namic process. The NPSplanning process for a
park is designed in tiers to be flexible and dy namic. It begns with a genera management plan that sets
the overdl management strategy for resource protection and visitor use, addresses the purposes and
significance of the unit, and establishes carrying capacities. This first plan is designed to remain
effectivefor a least 15 years, but generdly, much of it won’ t change significantly. The most dy namic
parts of park planning are the “ implementation plans’ that are prepared to implement the generd
management plan. These plans may change as often as necessary to accommodate new information.
The resource management plan is a dy namic document that is intended to be reviewed and updated
annudly .

Comment: Western heritage issues associated with settlement and human use of the desert need to be
incorporated into all aspects of the purpose, significance, and inter pretive themes, and management
obj ective elements of the plan.

Response The draft plan currently addresses the settlement and human use of the preservein the
purpose, significance, and interpretive themes. A statement has aso been added to the management
objectives. However, in regard to human uses, such as grazing, mining, and hunting, these are not park
purposes, but uses that may be permitted in compliance with gpplicable laws. Clearly, grazing and
mining have contributed significantly to the history of the areaand need to beinterpreted as such. It
should be made clear that Congress set aside the areaas anationd preserveto preserve the outstanding
naturd, culturd and recregtionad vaues as aunit of the nationd park system. Uses of the land and
resources, such as grazing, mining and hunting, are to be dlowed, to the extent they don’ t compromise
the basic purpose of the unit.

Comment: A contributing factor to thisfailure to produce an adequate plan is an apparent
unwillingness to take advantage of BLM’s knowledge and experience in the region.
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Response The planning team worked with the Bureau of Land M anagement and used humerous other
documents and relevant materid. The use of these references is indicated in the bibliography .

ThreatsOutside Park

Conment: How aggressive isthe National Park Service in addressing concerns to outside threats (Ft.
Irwin expansion, adjacent mnes, proposed airport, overflights, and sprawling urbanization of
southern Nevada) to the park? The National Park Service needsto look at surrounding areas of the
park asa“ buffer zone” to protect park resources.

Response The preserve has responded and has voiced its concerns regarding development proposas
a Fort Irwin, Viceroy Mine, M olycorp Mine, the proposed airport near Jean, Nevada, and a
housing/golf development near Baker. The preserve plans to kegp aware of adjacent development
proposds and to respond and state its gopropriae concerns if park resources are threstened. We do not
view surrounding aress as buffer zones, but we are concerned about development activities outside the
park tha impact resources we are mandated to protect.

L aws

Federal Land Protection and Management Act

Comment: The alternatives presented do not represent viable alternative plans for the public to react
asrequired by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act

Response The Federd Land Policy and M anagement Act of 1976 (FLPM A) is not gpplicableto the
Nationa Park Service. FLPM A is the Bureau of Land M anagement’ s Organic Act.” The Nationd
Park Service Organic Act was passed in 1916 and is found in 16 USC 1.

Northern and Eastern Mojave (NEMO) Planning Effort

Coordinated Planning

Comment: The administrative directive to do regional planning is very sound and should not be
violated. NEMO is the only segmented plan.

Response The NEM O planning effort was never intended to present or propose a singe management
plan or philosophy for the northern and esstern M ojave BLM and NPS lands. Instead, it was intended
to coordinate the development of management plans and this has been occurring. We have indicated
this since the very first public meeting We aso identified the possibility of asinge environmentd
impact statement or three separate ones. An internd administrative draft tha attempted to combine
each agency’ s management plans into asinge draft environmenta impact statement was determined
to be too large and complex to be useful. Regardless of the gpproach, the Bureau of Land M anagement
and the Nationd Park Service must still follow ther separate and distinct mandates and palicies. The
public will be efforded ample opportunity for input into BLM* s management decisions when their
draft environmentd impact statement is released. The only difference between the start of the planning
process and what is happening today is the presentation of the three written plans. The Nationd Park
Service and the Bureau of Land M anagement have not dropped the concept of cooperative regona
management despite the separation of the NEM O areaiinto three distinct environmenta impact
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statements. Coordination and discussion of common planning issues occurred for two and one half
years before agencies proceeded to prepare separate plans to meet their agency needs.

Separate Summary Document

Conmrent: There needsto be a separate docurment that covers and brings together various integrated
issues covering the planning area.

Response A separate summary document that addresses common issues over the entire Northern and
Eastern M ojave (NEM O) planning arealis being considered.
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